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From: "Eric Welling" <ewelling@nthconsultants.com> 
To: Juan Thomas/RS/USEPA/US@EPA, 
History: This message has been replied to and forwarded. 
Archive: This message is being viewed in an archive. 

Dear Mr. Thomas, 

Page 1 of 2 

I appreciated the opportunity to speak with you on the phone today regarding the 980 Hurricane 
Road, Franklin, IN property questionnaire I forwarded to your attention on February 4, 2009. Just 
to summarize our phone conversation, as of today's date, March 26, 2009, I have not received 
back any written or verbal responses to our questionnaire You indicated to me that your office is 
overloaded with numerous requests as well as the management of active projects, which has 
made it extremely difficult for you to find time to dedicate to answering our questions. You did 
indicate that if NTH could narrow our questions down to one or two critical questions, that you 
would do your very best to respond back to us in the very near future with answers to those 
couple of questions. 

Consequently, the most critical questions at this point relate to the potential transfer of liability to 
a new property owner (both legally and financially). Solely based on USEPA's interpretation of its 
own Administrative Order of Consent, could you please respond to the following two questions: 

1. Assuming that the Dec 11, 1998 Administrative Order of Consent is the most recent version and currently 

enforceable, under section IV.B. it states: 

"No change in ownership or corporate or partnership status relating to the Facility will in any way alter 

Respondents' responsibility under this Order. Any conveyance of title, easement or other interest in the 
Facility, or a portion of the Facility, shall not affect Respondents' obligations under this Order. " 

Does the USEPA intend this to mean that any new owner or entity that puts their name in the chain of 

title will not be held legally or financially responsible for current contamination cleanup activities? 

2. Have the Respondents put up the $1 .5 M up front for the remedial activities as required under Section XXII.B. 

of the Dec 11 , 1998 Administrative Order of Consent? Who starts to pay for ongoing remedial efforts if and 
when that money runs out? 

Since time is critical for my client to make important purchasing decisions, NTH needs to continue 
to move forward with finalizing our Phase I ESA report. We look forward to receiving your 
information to these two questions within the next week. Thank you again for your time and 
assistance . 

Eric A. Welling, M.S. 
Senior Project Professional 
NTH Consultants, Ltd. 
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Dear Mr. 1:homas, 

Page 1 of 4 

I have two weeks from this Thursday marked down as the 30 day point (March 19th). If there is any way to 
complete it in an expedited manner, we would be very appreciative. 

Please give me a call if you have any questions. Thank you so much for your help. Have a great week! 

Eric A. Welling, M.S. 
Senior Project Professional 
NTH Consultants, Ltd. 
303 N. Alabama Street, Ste. 110 
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2152 

317-735-7645 Direct 
317-735-7649 FAX 
317-523-6173 Cell 
ewelling@nthconsu ltantscom 
www.nthconsultants.com 

>>> <Thomas.Juan@epamail.epa.gov> 2/17/2009 4:46 PM >>> 
Mr. Welling, 

Thank you for your interest in the former Franklin Power Products/ 
Amphenol Site, located in Franklin, Indiana. I have not had an 
opportunity to respond to your request to date. Given the nature of some 
of your questions, I actually had to inquire as to whether your request 
should be better handled through my colleagues under the FOIA. Some of 
your questions require some research as this site is in the operations 
and maintenance phase of the corrective measures implementation under 
RCRA. As such the company is required to provide semiannual reporting 
not routinely of the content material you requested. As I want to be 
accommodating to your request, I have to do it around issues/projects of 
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facility, I would appreciate your input. 

Per your request, I am forwarding a few questions that NTH Consultants 
would like for you to answer in regards to your knowledge of 
contamination related issues and your oversight of the remedial 
activities. Please feel free to type in your answers and return to me 
at this e-mail account. Please feel free to also attach any additional 
documents if you believe they are useful in explaining your answers. 
Please understand that often, simple and concise answers are better than 
long complicated responses. Don't feel obligated to write elaborate 
responses unless you believe it best. 

If I could have your responses e-mailed back to me within a week (by 
Tuesday, February 10, 2009), that would be great. If you have questions 
or need clarification on anything, feel free to contact me. I look 
forward to receiving your information. Have a great day! 

Eric A. Welling, M.S. 
Senior Project Professional 
NTH Consultants, Ltd. 
303 N. Alabama Street, Ste. 110 
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2152 

317-735-7645 Direct 
317-735-7649 FAX 
317-523-6173 Cell 
ewelling@nthconsultantscom 
www .nthconsultants.com 

NTH Consultants, LTD. *********** 

This electronic communication and its appended documents are forwarded 
to you for convenience. If this electronic transmittal contains design 
information or recommendations (and not just general correspondence), 
NTH Consultants, Ltd. (NTH) will submit final hard copy materials 
bearing the consultant's original signature and seal for your records, 
and this hard copy will serve as a final record. In the event of 
conflict between electronic and hard copy documents, the hard copy will 
govern. This communication and its appended documents are the property 
of NTH and may contain information that is confidential or otherwise 
protected from disclosure. The information it contains is intended 
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December 5, 2007 

~ Indiana 
~American Water® 

Mr. Juan Thomas, RCRA Project Manager 
US EPA Region 5 
RCRA Corrective Action Program 
77 W. Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Re: DCE Contamination of Indiana-American Water Company Webb Plant 
Drinking Water Supply 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Thank you for organizing and participating in our November 27th
, 2007 meeting with 

EPA, Amphenol, and Indiana-American Water Company ("INA WC') 
representatives at your offices in Chicago, Illinois. As you know, INA WC is greatly 
concerned about the elevated levels of 1,2 DCE in the public drinking water well 
fields in Franklin, Indiana. 

As outlined during our meeting, INA WC did not cause or contribute to the release of 
the contaminants in the drinking water wells. Nonetheless, INA WC has spent time 
and resources investigating the potential sources of the contamination, implementing 
measures to ensure that the contamination is not passed on to the public through the 
drinking water, as well as investigating additional actions INA WC must take to 
prevent and eliminate further risks to the drinking water supply. While INA WC 
believes it has provided adequate data and inf onnation to EPA evidencing that the 
former Franklin Power Products Site is the source of the 1,2 DCE contamination to 
the well fields, EPA indicated an interest in collecting additional data. Specifically, 
EPA suggested that Amphenol and INA WC work together to perform vertical 
profiling in five new wells, with Amphenol constructing three wells for vertical 
profiling in locations between the Franklin Power Products site and INA WCs well 
fields and along the flow path modeled in the 1997 Wittman Hydro Planning report 
(the "WHP A Report") and INA WC constructing two wells for vertical profiling at 
points to the north of the flow path modeled in the WHP A Report. 

Following our meeting, I met with various American Water Company managers, 
including Mr. David Baker, the President of Indiana-American Water Company, Mr. 
Alan DeBoy, the American Water Company's Central Region Director of 
Engineering, and Ms. Gndy Hebenstreit, the American Water Company's Central 
Region Director of Environmental Management, to discuss the next steps to more 
definitely determine the source of the contamination. While EP A's suggested 
approach of dividing the well installation responsibility might be acceptable in a 
situation where INA WC had also caused the contamination, INA WC does not 
believe it is appropriate where, as in this case, INA WC has not been responsible for 
any releases associated with this contamination. INA WC has already expended and 
will continue to expend substantial resources to address the Franklin Power Products 
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site contamination and protect the quality of the public water supply. Please understand that while 
INA WC has already taken the steps necessary to protect its customers and ensure that the well field 
contamination does not endanger human health and will continue to cooperate with EPA in that 
effort, INA WC believes that the potential sources of the contamination should bear the costs of 
additional investigation. Therefore, INA WC believes that Amphenol should be responsible for 
installation of all five wells proposed by the Agency. Whether Amphenol installs all five wells or just 
the three that they have already agreed to install, INA WC looks forward to working with EPA in 
continuing to protect the public water supply and looks forward to seeing the results of the additional 
sampling from the newly installed wells. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions regarding our position. 

Sincerely, 

Dan Haddock 
INA WC Engineering Manager 

cc: Mr. Samuel S. Waldo, Amphenol Corporation, EHS Director 
Gerald Phillips, US EPA Region 5 RCRA Corrective Action Manager 
Larry Johnson, US EPA Region 5 Attorney 
Gary Cygan, US EPA Region 5 Hydrogeologist 
George Hamper, US EPA Region 5 Section Chief 
Jim Sullivan, IDEM Groundwater Section Chief 
Patrick Carroll, IDEM OWQ Drinking Water Branch Chief 
Mr. John Bonsett, Johnson County Health Department Administrator 
Bradley Gentry, IWM Consulting 
Rob Duncan, IWM Consulting 
Jack Wittman, Whitman Hydro Planning Associates 
David Baker, INA WC President 
Gndy Hebenstreit, A WC Director of Environmental Management 
Jeff Robinson, INA WC Water Quality Manager 
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USEPA, FRANKLIN POWER PRODUCTS/AMPHENOL AND INDIANA AMERICAN 
WATER CORPORATION (INA WC) 

MEETING SUMMARY OF NOVEMBER 27, 2007 
USEPA REGION V OFFFICE, CHICAGO, IL 

Attendance: Juan Thomas, USEP A Project Manager 
Gary Cygan, USEP A Hydrogeologist 
George Hamper, USEPA Section Chief 
Sam Waldo, FPP/Amphenol Project Manager 
Bradley Gentry, IWM Consulting (FPP/Amphenol) 
Rob Duncan, IWM Consulting (FPP/Amphenol) 
Jack Wittman, Wittman Hydro Planning Associates (WHP A) 
Jeff Robinson, INA WC Water Quality Manager 
Daniel Haddock, INA WC Engineering Manager 

After formal introductions of all meeting participants, Jeff Robinson provided a brief overview 
of the INA WC concerns associated with cis-1,2 DCE contamination occurring at the INA WC 
Webb Wellfield Production Wells since the 1980' s. The continued presence of cis-1 ,2 DCE 
occurring in the production wells has resulted in two of the three production wells being shut 
down due to the systems inability to treat VOC's. Jack Wittman then discussed his initial 
involvement with the contamination issue at the Webb Wellfield commencing in the mid-1990' s 
when he was hired by the INA WC to determine possible origins and causations of the cis-1 ,2 
DCE contamination. Mr. Wittman proceeded to discuss the development of a regional 
groundwater flow model that he concludes "captures the essence" of what is occurring regionally 
and supports the conclusion that the former Franklin Power Products is the source of the cis-1 ,2 
DCE contamination. Mr. Wittman then proceeded to state that he wanted to provide a 
commentary or rebuttal to the information provided by IWM in their Phase I Supplemental Site 
Assessment Data Evaluation Report dated September 17, 2007, particularly as it related to 
FPP/Amphenol ' s comments associated with his WHPA 1997 Report. Juan Thomas suggested 
that the meeting redirect its focus to discussing strategies that collectively can be decided upon 
and agreed to by FPP/Amphenol and the INA WC in order to definitively answer the question as 
to whether or not FPP/Amphenol is the source of the cis-1 ,2 DCE contamination. Sam Waldo 
then proceeded to inform all parties that notwithstanding the conclusions drawn from the WHP A 
1997 Report, FPP/Amphenol was comfortable with the data collected from its most recent 
Supplemental Site Investigation and that they were not the source of the cis-1 ,2 DCE 
contamination at the Webb Wellfield. Mr. Waldo stated that he was amenable to a joint 
investigation effort ~ndertaken by FPP/Amphenol and the INA WC that would provide the 
INA WC with data that would support a conclusion that FPP/Amphenol is or is not, the source of 
the contamination. Mr. Waldo stated that his objective was to establish a joint strategy to further 
characterize the capture zone of the Webb Wellfield, including the potential flow path between 
the FPP/Amphenol site and Webb Wellfield . 

Other Points of Discussion: 
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• If an agreement is reached based on the proposal, the cost of the next phase of 
investigation will be borne by the respective companies for their components of the 
investigation 

• "Vertical Aquifer Profiling" will be the groundwater sampling methodology implemented 
in this phase of study 

• Brad Gentry and Rob Duncan of IWM will provide cost estimates for the proposed work 
to both PPP/Amphenol and INA WC and make its best effort towards utilizing the same 
contractors for the proposed work 

• PPP/Amphenol and INA WC will discuss the proposed agreement to its respective 
corporate management personnel for approval 

• Upon concurrence from Gary Cygan of the proposed well locations, workplans will be 
developed and submitted to EPA in approximately three weeks (Update: Gary Cygan has 
reviewed these locations and he agrees that they are appropriate). 

• Gary Cygan will provide an example of a sampling protocol and lab requirements for the 
"vertical aquifer profiling" methodology, which will be used as a guide for the workplans 
to be developed 

• Respective Workplans will be submitted by both PPP/Amphenol and the INA WC and if 
necessary a follow-up meeting will be scheduled 

• Field work is projected to begin in January or early February 2008 

• George Hamper will make arrangements to have either Gary Cygan or another EPA 
Hydrogeologist on-site during field activities as needed . 
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December 5, 2007 

~. Indiana 
~American Water® 

Mr. Juan Thomas, RCRA Project Manager 
US EPA Region 5 
RCRA C.Orrective Action Program 
77 W. Jachon Boulevard . · 
Chicago, IL 60604 ·, '• · 

( . 

Re: DCE C.Ontamination of Indiana-American Water C.Ompany Webb Plant 
Drinking Water Supply 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Thank you for organizing and participating in our November 2?, 2007 meeting with 
EPA, Amphenol, and Indiana-American Water C.Ompany ("INA WC') 
representatives at your offices in Oiicago, Illinois. As you know, INA WC is greatly 
concerned abou the elevated leveJs of 1,2 DCE in the public drinking water well 
fields in Franklin, Indiana. 

As outlined during our meeting, INA WC did not cause or contribute to the release of 
the contaminants in the drinking water wells. Nonetheless, INA WC has spent time 
and resources investigating the potential somces of the contamination, implementing 
measures to ensure that the contamination is not passed on to the public through the 
drinking water, as well as investigating additional actions INA WC must take to 
prevent and eliminate further rish to the drinking water supply. While INA WC 
believes it has provided adequate data and information to EPA evidencing that the 
former Franklin Power Products Site is the source of the 1,2 DCE contamination to 
the well fields, EPA indicated an interest in collecting additional data. Specifically, 
EPA suggested that Amphenol and INAWC work together to perform vertical 
profiling in five new wells, with Amphenol constructing three wells for vertical 
profiling in locations between the Franklin Power Products site and INA WCs well 
fields and along the flow path modeled in the 1997 Wittman Hydro Planning report 
(the "WHP A Report") and INA WC constructing two wells for vertical profiling at 
points to the north of the flow path modeled in the WHP A Report. 

Following our meeting, I met with various American Water C.Ompany managers, 
including Mr. David Baker, the President of Indiana-American Water C.Ompany, Mr. 
Alan DeBoy, the American Water C.Ompanys c.entral Region Director of 
Engineering, and Ms. Gndy Hebenstreit, the American Water C.Ompanys c.entral 
Region Director of Environmental Management, to discuss the next steps to more 
definitely determine the source of the contamination. While EPA's suggested 
approach of dividing the well installation responsibility might be acceptable in a 
situation where INA WC had aJso caused the contamination, INA WC does not 
believe it is appropriate where, as in this case, INA WC has not been responsible for 
any releases associated with this contamination. INA WC has already expended and 
will continue to expend substantial resources to address the Franklin Power Products 
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{In Archive} FPP/Amphenol - Webb Well Field Contamination 
Da nie l.Haddock to: Juan Thomas 12/10/2007 07:47 AM 

Jeff.Robinson, Tara.Callahan, Cindy.Hebenstreit, Alan.DeBoy, 
Cc: David.Baker, jack, Ken.Buczek, "Brad.Gentry", GARY CYGAN, 

George Hamper, Rob Duncan, Sam Waldo 

From: Daniel.Haddock@amwater.com 

To: Juan Thomas/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, 

Cc: Jeff.Robinson@amwater.com, Tara.Callahan@amwater.com, 
Cindy.Hebenstreit@amwater.com, Alan.DeBoy@amwater.com, David .Baker@amwater.com, 
jack@wittmanhydro.com, Ken .Buczek@amwater.com, "Brad .Gentry" 

History: This message has been forwarded. 

Archive: This message is being viewed in an archive. 

2 attachments 

Letter to USEPA 7 Dec 2007 - FPP Amphenol Contamination.pdf 

~ 
FPPAmphEPAINAWCMtgsummry112707fnl.doc 

J uan -

Attached i s a letter mailed to you Friday pertaining to INAWC' s decision 
regarding further investigation . Please feel free to contact me with any 
questions . 

(See attached file : Letter to USEPA 7 Dec 2007 - FPP Amphenol 
Contamination . pdf) 

Respectfully , 

Danie l Ha ddock , Engi neering Mgr 
American Water - Central Regi on 
daniel . haddock@amwate r . com 
W 317 . 885 . 2445 
M 317 . 696 . 6980 

Thomas . Juan@epama 
il . epa . gov 

12/06/2007 03 : 26 
PM 

Daniel . Haddock@amwater . com 

"Brad . Gentry " 
<bgentry@iwmconsult . com> , 
Cygan . Ga r y@epamail . epa . gov , 
Hamp e r . George@epamail . epa . gov , 
jack@wittma n hydro . com, 
Jeff . Robinson@amwater . com, Rob 
Duncan <rduncan@iwmconsult . com> , 
Sam Waldo <waldo@amphenol . com> 

To 

cc 
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Juan -

Attached are our comments to the minutes . The only significant changes 
are to clarify that the agreement was on the form of the proposal for 
additional investigation , not a commitment to perform the investigation. 
INAW agreed to take the proposal back to management for consideration . 

Thanks , 

Daniel Haddock , Engineering Mgr 
American Water - Central Region 
daniel . haddock@amwater.com 
W 317 . 885 . 2445 
M 317 . 696 . 6980 

Daniel F 
Haddock/INAWC 
/AWWSC 

11 / 30 / 2007 
12 : 14 PM 

To 
Thomas . Juan@epamail . epa . gov@AWX 

cc 
"Brad . Gentry " <bgentry@iwmconsult.com>, 
Cygan . Gary@epamail . epa.gov , 
Hamper . George@epamail . epa.gov , 
jack@wittmanhydro . com, 
Jeff . Robinson@amwater.com, Rob Duncan 
<rduncan@iwmconsult . com> , Sam Waldo 
<waldo@amphenol . com> 

Subject 
Re: FPP/Amphenol and INAWC Meeting Summary 
- FinalLink 

Juan - this is the first I ' ve seen the summary . I would ask that you 
give me the opportunity to review before it becomes final . 

Daniel Haddock , Engineering Mgr 
American Water - Central Region 
daniel.haddock@amwater.com 
W 317 . 885.2445 
M 317 . 696 . 6980 
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~American Water® 

Daniel F. Haddock, P.E. 
Eng,neering Manager 
daniel,t1addock(,tan1water ,corn 

28 August 2007 

Mr. Juan Thomas 
Waste Pesticides & Toxic Division 
Waste Management Branch 
USEPA Region 5 - Mailcode: DW-8J 
77 West Jackson Blvd 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Re: Indiana American Water Company Webb Plant Drinking Water Contamination 
Proposed Monitoring Well Locations & Information Regarding Degradation of Highly 
Chlorinated Solvents 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

We appreciate the opportunity to discuss with you and Mr. Cygan Indiana American Water 
Company's (INAWC) concerns regarding the monitoring workplan proposed by Amphenol. As 
follow up, attached please find supplemental information as requested during our July 27, 
2007 conference call. The enclosed aerial photo of the Webb wellfield indicates the 
additional suggested monitoring well locations discussed in our call. 

We are troubled by the stated opinion of Amphenol that the contamination found in the 
Webb wellfield can not have originated from the Amphenol site, based on the assertion that 
the parent compound TCE could not have fully degraded before arriving at the Webb 
wellfield. We have attached a letter from Dr. Flynn Picardal regarding the degradation of 
highly chlorinated solvents that documents that this assertion is not true. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed workplan. We look forward to 
cooperating with all parties to resolve this contamination issue. 

Respectfully, 

~n~. 

Daniel Haddock 
Engineering Manager 

American Water 

DH/mr 
attachments: Webb Wellfield - Proposed Monitoring Well Locations, August 2007, 1 page 

Letter from Flynn Picardal, PhD regarding degradation of highly chlorinated 
solvents, dated August 9, 2007, 4 pages 

555 East County Line Rd,, Ste. ; 
P.O. Box 570 
Greenwood, IN 46142-0570 
USA 

T +1 317 885 2445 
F + 1 317 885 2431 
I www.indiana-american.com 

RW,,Grou1 
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cc: Tara Callahan, Bryan Cave LLP 
Mr. Samuel S. Waldo, Amphenol Corporation, EHS Director 
Mr. Kevin Poad, Caterpillar remanufacturing (fka Franklin Power Products) 
Bill Roberts, Caterpillar Remanufactyuring Plant Manager 
Gerald Phillips, US EPA Region 5 RCRA Corrective Action Manager 
Larry Johnson, US EPA Region 5 Attorney 
Mike Sickels, IDEM Corrective Action 
Jim Sullivan, IDEM Groundwater Section Chief 
Patrick carroll, IDEM OWQ Drinking Water Branch Chief 
Mr. John Bonsett, Johnson County Health Department Administrator 
David Baker, INAWC President 
Cindy Hebenstreit, AWC Director of Environmental Management 
Jeff Robinson, INAWC Water Quality Manager 

American Water 

555 East County Line Rd ., Ste. 2( 
P.O. Box 570 
Greenwood, I N 46142-0570 
USA 

T +1 317 885 2445 
F +l 317 885 2431 
I www.indiana-american.com 
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August 9, 2007 

Jack Wittman 
WHPA, Inc. 
320 West Eighth Street 
Showers Plaza, Suite 201 
Bloomington , IN 47404-3700 

Dear Dr. Wittman, 

The degradation of highly chlorinated solvents has been studied for many years. 
Although fully chlorinated compounds such as carbon tetrachloride and perchloroethylene 
(PCE) resist aerobic transformations, they can be sequentially dechlorinated under anoxic 
conditions by a variety of microbial and/or geochemical processes. The rate of 
dechlorination is typically in the order, PCE > trichloroethane (TCE) > dichloroethene 
(DCE) > vinyl chloride (VC) . The rate and extent of dechlorination at a particular site is 
difficult to predict a priori and will depend on factors such as (a) the type and activity of 
microorganisms present at the site, (b) aqueous chemical conditions, e.g ., dissolved 
oxygen (DO) concentrations, (c) availability of microbial substrates, e.g. , organic carbon or 
hydrogen, (d) the presence of inhibitory co-contaminants, and (e) the geochemical 
composition and reactivity of aquifer solids. 

In an oxic aquifer containing little organic matter, for example, rates of PCE and 
TCE dechlorination might be minimal. In an anoxic system with suitable microbial 
populations, PCE and TCE dechlorination might be substantial and result in a mix of PCE, 
TCE, DCE, and VC. Under other conditions, dechlorination might be even more extensive 
and, given sufficient time, proceed to nonchlorinated products such as ethene. Below, I 
will describe several mechanisms by which PCE or TCE degradation might result in 
accumulation of DCE with little or no remaining parent compound and no detectable 
accumulation of VC. 

As mentioned above, PCE is relatively stable under oxic conditions so I will assume 
that DO concentrations were low enough to allow reductive dechlorination of PCE and/or 
TCE to form DCE, VC, or ethene, an assumption that is supported by the available 
groundwater chemical data. The chemical analysis reports of well water (Webb Wells 
#2,3,and 5) from 2001 to 2007 all report that manganese and iron concentrations 
exceeded the Secondary MCL. These are presumably the soluble, reduced species of 
these metals, i.e., Mn2

+ and Fe2+, which would be expected only if the water were anoxic. 
Reduced iron (Fe2+) is particularly sensitive to oxidation by oxygen and its presence is 
sometimes used to indicate the absence of DO. 

The microbial dechlorination of PCE to cis-DCE (cDCE) via TCE has been 
demonstrated using microcosms, mixed cultures, and pure cultures, e.g ., Dehalospirillum 
multivorans (15) . Although the presence of this species or similar microorganisms capable 
of dechlorinating PCE to cDCE is speculative, it is interesting to note that the primary DCE 
isomer present is cDCE rather than the trans isomer. Other bacteria, e.g. , 
Dehalococcoides ethenogenes are able to dechlorinate PCE, DCE, or VC completely to 
ethene (5, 13, 14). The conversion of PCE, TCE, and cDCE to ethene after addition of 
such bacteria has been demonstrated in a pilot field study (12) . In addition, significant 
anaerobic conversion of DCE and VC to CO2 has been observed in microcosms containing 
sediments maintained under either methane-producing or iron-reducing conditions (1 ). lo. 
principle. therefore. anaerobic microbial processes alone could be sufficient to completely 
transform all PCE and TCE to ethene or other non-chlorinated products . 

There are other transformation mechanisms for chloroethene degradation that do 
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not depend on complete microbial dechlorination to ethene by specialized bacteria such as 
Dehalococcoides ethenogenes. As mentioned previously, the rates and extent of PCE 
and TCE dechlorination are greater than those for DCE and VC. This can result in 
accumulation of DCE and VC even if time is sufficient to allow complete exhaustion of PCE 
and TCE. Since temporal and spatial physical or chemical heterogeneities are usually 
present in aquifers, such changing conditions can sometimes allow moving groundwater to 
periodically encounter oxic conditions in an otherwise anoxic aquifer system. Of the series 
of chlorinated ethenes being discussed, VC is most readily degraded under aerobic 
conditions and can even serve as a sole carbon and energy source for microbial growth 
(4). Aerobic bacterial cultures isolated from a chloroethene-contaminated sediment have 
also been shown to degrade VC to below detection limits, even when DO concentrations 
were below 2 mg/L (16). The ability to obtain good VC removal at reduced oxygen 
concentrations may be an important factor since many aquifers contain low DO. If has 
also been demonstrated that cDCE can be used as a growth substrate by aerobic bacteria 
(3, 8). One can therefore visualize a process involving PCE/TCE dechlorination to 
DCE/VC under anoxic conditions followed by aerobic degradation of VC and DCE at time 
periods or locations where oxygen intrusion occurred. If oxygen intrusion was transient or 
limited in spatial extent, one would expect that VC would be consumed prior to DCE since 
it is generally biodegraded aerobically more rapidly or by more bacteria than DCE. Such a 
scenario is quite realistic and would provide the end product mix observed, i.e., the 
presence of DCE isomers but absence of both VC and the presumed parent compounds, 
PCE or TCE. 

In addition to the microbial transformations described above, there are degradation 
mechanisms that involve chemical interaction with the aquifer solids. Both .PCE and TCE 
can be transformed by iron sulfides forming acetylene as the major reaction product and 
VC or cDCE as minor reaction products (2). Other studies have shown that reduced iron 
minerals possibly present in aquifers such as green rusts, magnetite, and pyrite are able to 
chemically degrade PCE, TCE, cDCE, and VC to non-chlorinated products, primarily 
acetylene (9, 10). When considering long-term transformations of chlorinated ethenes, 
one must then consider geochemical transformation mechanisms along with the microbial 
transformation pathways. In an actual aquifer, it is likely that both microbiological and 
geochemical transformations are acting in concert to degrade PCE and TCE. Indeed a 
treatment process has been proposed to stimulate the microbial formation of iron sulfides 
that would in turn geochemically transform TCE (7). The predominant degradation 
pathways in a particular aquifer may also vary with time and location due to both 
heterogeneities in mineralogy and microbial communities and changing environmental 
parameters. Although there has been some research done that attempted to identify an 
original pollutant or determine predominant degradation pathways via the use of carbon 
stable isotopes (6, 11 ), the data provided in the current case is insufficient to unequivocally 
determine the original source compound or the pathways leading to accumulation of DCE. 
However, it is clear that there are a number of mechanisms that could lead to the presence 
of PCE- or TCE-derived DCE with the absence of both VC and the parent compounds. 

Without additional information, I believe a reasonable scenario could be 
summarized as follows: 
1) PCE or TCE (the parent compounds) are eliminated via a combination of anaerobic 

microbial and geochemical processes to form DCE, VC, and non-chlorinated 
products, e.g., ethene, acetylene, or CO2. 

2) The VC and DCE are subsequently degraded via microbial processes during transient 
aerobic periods caused by oxygen intrusion. Since the VC is more rapidly 
degraded under these conditions, the primary end product is DCE (both isomers 
with cDCE being predominant) . 
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Please let me know if you have any questions or if I can be of further assistance. 

Regards, 

Flynn Picardal, Ph .D. 
Associate Professor 
School of Public and Environmental Affairs 
Indiana University 
Bloomington, IN 47405 

picardal@indiana.edu 



• 

References 

1. Bradley, P. M., and F. H. Chapelle. 1997. Kinetics of DCE and VC mineralization 
under methanogenic and Fe(lll)-reducing conditions. Environmental Science & 
Technology 31 :2692-2696. 

2. Butler, E. C., and K. F. Hayes. 1999. Kinetics of the transformation of 
trichloroethylene and tetrachloroethylene by iron sulfide. Environmental Science & 
Technology 33:2021-2027. 

3. Coleman, N. V., T. E. Mattes, J. M. Gossett, and J. C. Spain. 2002. 
Biodegradation of cis-dichloroethene as the sole carbon source by a beta­
proteobacterium. Applied and Environmental Microbiology 68:2726-2730. 

4. Hartmans, S., and J. A. M. Debont. 1992. Aerobic Vinyl-Chloride Metabolism in 
Mycobacterium-Aurum L 1. Applied and Environmental Microbiology 58:1220-1226. 

5. He, J. Z., K. M. Ritalahti, K. L. Yang, S. S. Koenigsberg, and F. E. Loffler. 2003. 
Detoxification of vinyl chloride to ethene coupled to growth of an anaerobic 
bacterium. Nature 424:62-65. 

6. Hunkeler, D., R. Aravena, K. Berry-Spark, and E. Cox. 2005. Assessment of 
degradation pathways in an aquifer with mixed chlorinated hydrocarbon 
contamination using stable isotope analysis. Environmental Science & Technology 
39:5975-5981. 

7. Kennedy, L. G., J. W. Everett, and J. Gonzales. 2006. Assessment of 
biogeochemical natural attenuation and treatment of chlorinated solvents, Altus Air 
Force Base, Altus, Oklahoma. Journal of Contaminant Hydrology 83:221 -236. 

8. Klier, N. J., R. J. West, and P. A. Donberg. 1999. Aerobic biodegradation of 
dichloroethylenes in surface and subsurface soils. Chemosphere 38:1175-1188. 

9. Lee, W., and B. Batchelor. 2002. Abiotic reductive dechlorination of chlorinated 
ethylenes by iron-bearing soil minerals. 1. Pyrite and magnetite. Environmental 
Science & Technology 36:5147-5154. 

1 O. Lee, W., and B. Batchelor. 2002. Abiotic, reductive dechlorination of chlorinated 
ethylenes by iron-bearing soil minerals. 2. Green rust. Environmental Science & 
Technology 36:5348-5354. 

11. Lollar, B. S., G. F. Slater, B. Sleep, M. Witt, G. M. Klecka, M. Harkness, and J. 
Spivack. 2001. Stable carbon isotope evidence for intrinsic bioremediation of 
tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene at area 6, Dover Air Force Base. 
Environmental Science & Technology 35:261-269. 

12. Major, D. W., M. L. McMaster, E. E. Cox, E. A. Edwards, S. M. Dworatzek, E. R. 
Hendrickson, M. G. Starr, J. A. Payne, and L. W. Buonamici. 2002. Field 
demonstration of successful bioaugmentation to achieve dechlorination of 
tetrachloroethene to ethene. Environmental Science & Technology 36:5106-5116. 

13. Maymo-Gatell, X. 1997. Isolation of a bacterium that reductively dechlorinates 
tetrachloroethene to ethene. Science 276:1568-1571. 

14. Maym6-Gatell, X., I. Nijenhuis, and S. H. Zinder. 2001. Reductive Dechlorination 
of cis-1 ,2-Dichloroethene and Vinyl Chloride by "Dehalococcoides ethenogenes". 
Environ Sci Technol 35:516-521 . 

15. Neumann, A., H. Scholz-Muramatsu, and G. Diekert. 1994. Tetrachloroethene 
metabolism of Dehalospirillum multivorans. Arch. Microbial. 162:295-301. 

16. Singh, H., F. E. Loffler, and B. Z. Fathepure. 2004. Aerobic biodegradation of 
vinyl chloride by a highly enriched mixed culture. Biodegradation 15:197-204 . 



• 

• 

• 

~ Indiana 
~American Water ® 

July 27, 2007 

Mr. Juan Thomas 
Waste Pesticides & Toxic Divis ion 
Waste Management Branch 
USEPA Region 5 - Mailcode : DW-8J 
77 West Jackson Blvd 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Please find attached our comments to the proposed IWM Supplemental Site Assessment Work Plan­
Former Amphenol Facility. The IWM proposed Work Plan is broken into two phases of effort , with 
results of the first phase used to determine if the second phase of effort is warranted . It is our opinion 
that while the work proposed in the first phase is worthwhile, in the end, it will generate little 
additional information that is not already available in previous studies, and it will not address all the 
potential contaminant pathways to the public supply wells . 

The occurrence of the same contaminants (and byproducts) at both locations, and a wellhead 
protection area delineation that places the Amphenol site in the 10 year time-of-travel capture zone 
should be sufficient information to perform a more detailed analysis. 

We believe additional monitoring wells should be installed to expand the study area beyond the 
Amphenol site in the first phase of study. We propose, as a starting point, the sampling and 
characterization of soils in the outwash near Hurricane Creek, and the collection of groundwater 
samples located in a radial pattern on the south side of the Webb Well #3 . 

Sincerely, 
Indiana American Water Company 

%-'R~ 
Jeff Robinson 
Water Quality Manager 
Tel: 317-885-2409 

Indiana American Water 
555 E. County Lin e Rd 
Greenwood. IN 461 4. 
T 317-885-2400 
F 317-885-2431 

~ RWE Group 
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July 27, 2001 

Mr. Thomas Manning 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5, DW-8J 
77 W. Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

RZ2.R05704.01.ID.321 

Reference: EPA Contract No. 68-W-99-017; EPA Work Assignment No. R05704; Multi-Site 
Technical Document Reviews; Franklin Power Products Inc. and Amphenol 
Corporation; Franklin, Indiana; EPA ID No. IND044587848; Review of Interim 
Corrective Measures - Groundwater Recovery and Treatment System Semi­
Annual Post Closure Monitoring Report; Task 03 Deliverable 

Dear Mr. Manning: 

Please find enclosed TechLaw's review comments on the above-referenced document and 
additional work as outlined in the Technical Direction Memorandum (TDM) dated June 8, 2001 
(received on June 25, 2001) for Franklin Power Products Inc. and Amphenol Corporation. For 
your convenience, the main body (i.e., text) of this deliverable was E-mailed directly to you and 
Mr. Juan Thomas in WordPerfect for Windows format. In addition, several graphs, tables, and 
figures were developed and are also provided with this deliverable. While the included figures 
are hand modified and are not available electronically, electronic copies of the graphs and tables 
can be provided if requested. 

Please feel free to contact me at (312) 345-8938 if you have any questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

John Koehnen 
TechLaw Regional Manager 

cc: F. Norling, EPA Region 5 RPO, w/out attachment 
J. Thomas, EPA Region 5 
Chicago Central Files 

B. Jordan/Central Files 
M. Welly 

.___ ________ _ 
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REVIEW OF INTERIM CORRECTIVE MEASURES 
GROUNDWATER RECOVERY AND TREATMENT SYSTEM SEMI-ANNUAL 

POST CLOSURE MONITORING REPORT 

FRANKLIN POWER PRODUCTS INC. AND 
AMPHENOL CORPORATION 

FRANKLIN, INDIANA 
EPA ID No. IND044587848 

Submitted to: 

Mr. Thomas Manning 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Region 5, DW-8J 
77 W. Jackson Boulevard 
-Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Submitted by: 

TechLaw, Inc. 
20 North Wacker Drive 

Suite 1260 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 

EPA Work Assignment: 
Contract No.: 
EPA WAM: 
Telephone Number: 
EPA TA: 
Telephone Number: 
TechLaw W AM: 
Telephone Number: 

July 27, 2001 

R05704 
68-W-99-017 
Thomas Manning 
(312) 886-7954 
Juan Thomas 
(312) 886-6010 
MikeDeRosa 
(312) 345-8915 
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REVIEW OF INTERIM CORRECTIVE MEASURES 
GROUNDWATER RECOVERY AND TREATMENT SYSTEM SEMI-ANNUAL 

POST CLOSURE MONITORING REPORT 

FRANKLIN POWER PRODUCTS INC. AND 
AMPHENOL CORPORATION 

FRANKLIN, INDIANA 
EPA ID No. IND044587848 

Introduction 

A Technical Direction Memorandum (TDM) was issued to TechLaw to review the Interim 
Corrective Measures - Groundwater Recovery and Treatment System Semi-Annual Post Closure 
Monitoring Report (the Report), dated March 26, 2001. In addition to reviewing the Report, 
various additional tasks were requested under the "Specific Immediate Needs" section of the 
TDM. This report is provided to summarize the items specified under this TDM. 

For this report, applicable portions of the following documents were reviewed: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

Interim Corrective Measures - Groundwater Recovery and Treatment System, Post 
Closure Monitoring Work Plan, Franklin Power Products Site, Franklin, Indiana, dated 
March 2000; 

Treatability Study: Air Sparging/Soil Vapor Extraction System, Amphenol Franklin 
Power Products, Franklin, Indiana, dated May 1999; 

Technical Review, Treatability Study: Air Sparging/Soil Vapor Extraction System, 
Amphenol Franklin Power Products, Franklin, Indiana (no date); 

Franklin Power Products, Inc./ Amphenol Franklin, Indiana, Administrative Order on 
Consent for Corrective Measures Implementation, IND044567848, dated November 30, 
1998; 

Special Report, Protecting Ground Water at the Indiana American Water Company's 
Webb Well Field near Franklin, Indiana, dated June 30, 1997; 

Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Facility, Corrective Action - Statement of Basis, 
IND004587848, dated April 2, 1997; 

On-Site Recovery System Evaluation Workplan for the Former Amphenol Facility, 
Franklin, Indiana, dated November 1996; 
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8) Report of Shallow Ground Water Sampling Along Hurricane Creek, Former Amphenol 
Facility, Franklin, Indiana, dated November 1996; 

9) Laboratory Evaluation (By Mail) of Southwest Laboratory of Oklahoma, Inc. (SWOK), 
Broken Arrow, OK for Amphenol Facility, Franklin, IN - RCRA Facility Investigation 
(RFI), dated November 8, 1991; and 

10) Quality Assurance Project Plan for RCRA Facility/Corrective Measures Study 
(RFI/CMS) at the Former Amphenol Facility, dated May 25, 1991. 

11) Groundwater Recovery and Treatment System - Upgrade Report, dated May 6, 1999. 

The following elements are included in this report: 

1) Review the Report and evaluate groundwater flow direction, elevations and conduct 
appropriate analyses to determine both current and future on-site groundwater conditions 
to that of the Webb Well Field. 

2) Compare and contrast current groundwater flow conditions relative to the past conditions 
and discuss any hydraulic flow patterns and or trends. 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

In addition to a narrative discussion, provide illustrations of groundwater flow patterns, 
contaminant concentration changes, elevation data, etc. in the form of graphs, charts, etc . 

Discuss current groundwater conditions relative to the applicable performance standards 
as outlined in the Administrative Order on Consent, Corrective Measures Implementation 
Plan and Interim Final Decision documents and CMI Groundwater Treatment System 
Monitoring Plan. 

Provide a discussion of relevant QA/QC issues, i.e., sampling collection methodologies, 
quantitative limits, data qualifiers and other QAPP issues relative to determining if data 
collection and evaluation strategies are consistent with approved QAPP procedures. 

Provide some analysis of the operation and maintenance (O&M) of the existing on-site 
recovery system discussing influent rates with an analysis of mass of contaminants 
removed and removal efficiencies. 

Discuss and analyze on-site groundwater analysis to that of off-site groundwater analysis. 

Provide a discussion and analysis of the overall effectiveness of the groundwater re~overy 
and treatment system . 

2 
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9) Evaluate and compare current on-site and off-site groundwater contaminant levels to 
those of appropriate Risk-Based Screening Levels and discuss reduction/increase trends 
in the data. 

It should be noted that specific Risk-Based Screening Levels, as specified in "Task 9" listed 
above, were not detailed in any of the documents reviewed. The Administrative Order on 
Consent specifies in Attachment A, "Corrective Measures Implementation Program Scope of 
Work, Franklin Power Products, Inc.I Amphenol" that "Unless sufficient land use information 
pursuant to OSWER directive 9355 .7-04 is provided which supports a future 
industrial/commercial land use projection, performance standards for the AS/SVE and the 
groundwater recovery system shall correspond to cleanup standards based on a residential land 
use scenario. Secondary performance standards based on asymptotic contaminant reduction, and 
alternate system operation and shutdown keyed to contaminant levels, may be included." For the 
evaluation of Risk-Based Screening Levels, TechLaw compared groundwater data to the Indiana 
Drinking Water Standards as specified in the Indiana Administrative Code (327 IAC 8-2-5.4) as 
well as U.S. EPA Region 9 Tap Water Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs). 

Evaluation of the Extraction and Treatment System at the Franklin Power Products Site 

For the assessment of the extraction and treatment system at the Franklin Power Products site, 
the following evaluations were performed: 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 

g) 

groundwater elevation hydrographs were prepared and evaluated; 
groundwater capture zones were estimated and evaluated; 
VOC isoconcentration maps were prepared and evaluated; 
groundwater quality results were compared to performance standards; 
VOC concentration trends were evaluated; 
on-site hydrogeological conditions were compared to the Webb Well Field data; 
and, 
the extraction and treatment system efficiency was evaluated. 

A discussion of each item is presented below. 

Groundwater Elevation Hydro2raphs: 

Four extraction wells operate at the site. Wells RW-1 through RW-3 have been operating since 
February 1995. RW-4 has been operating since February 1999. Pre-pumping water levels were 
available from 1992 and 1993. Groundwater elevation hydrographs for all monitoring wells are 
shown in Figure 1. This figure demonstrates that groundwater elevations at the site are very 
uniform and follow the same, most-likely precipitation-induced pattern. It would be helpful for 
future evaluations to obtain precipitation data for inclusion into, or comparison against, the 
hydrographs. ' 
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Figure 2 shows hydrographs for the extraction wells along with the hydrographs for the three 
monitoring wells furthest away from the extraction wells (between approximately 300 and 650 
feet away). It is not expected that groundwater flow at these wells is impacted by the extraction 
system. As noted in the figure, the pre-pumping water elevations (1992-1993) were lower than 
the post-pumping elevations (post 1995). It appears that wells MW-9, MW-20, and MW-26 do 
not fall within the radius of influence of the extraction wells. Assuming that the hydro graphs for 
MW-9, MW-20, and MW-26 are not impacted by the extraction system, these hydrographs form 
the "baseline" water elevation pattern that represents natural water elevation fluctuations. These 
hydro graphs are most likely influenced by precipitation and recharge only. As can also be seen 
in the figure, water elevations at the extraction wells appear to follow a seasonal pattern, 
indicating that the pumps do not keep a constant drawdown in the wells throughout the year. 

Figure 3 shows the hydro graph for well R W-1 along with hydrographs for near-by monitoring 
wells MW-24 and MW-30, and off-site well IT-3. As shown in the figure, pre- and post­
pumping water elevations for the three monitoring wells follow the same pattern and do not 
appear to be influenced by groundwater extraction at R W-1. The hydro graph follows the pattern 
of the baseline hydro graph mentioned above. It is also apparent that water elevations at R W-1 
follow a most likely rain-induced pattern. Although MW-30 is located within a few feet ofRW-
1, the MW-30 hydrograph follows more closely the patterns of the nearest upgradient and 
downgradient monitoring wells than a pattern which shows extraction well influence (i.e., the 
water levels should be lower than without pumping). The hydrographs do not support the 
assumption that near-by monitoring wells fall within the radius of influence ofRW-1 . 

Similarly~ Figure 4 shows the hydrograph for well RW-2 along with hydrographs for near-by 
monitoring well MW-12 and off-site well IT-2. As is shown in the figure, pre- and post-pumping 
water elevations for the two monitoring wells are almost identical and do not appear to be 
influenced by groundwater extraction at RW-2. It is also apparent that water elevations at RW-2 
follow a most likely rain-induced pattern. Although MW-12 is located within approximately 15 
feet ofRW-2, MW-12 does not appear to fall within the radius of influence ofRW-2. 

Along the same lines, Figure 5 shows the hydrograph for well RW-3 along with hydrographs for 
near-by monitoring wells MW-3, MW-21, and MW-22, and Figure 6 shows the hydrograph for 
RW-4 along with hydrographs for nearby monitoring wells MW-27, MW-28, and MW-29. Both 
figures support the conclusions reached for the other extraction wells. Nearby monitoring wells 
do not appear to fall within the radius of influence of the extractions wells. In addition, water 
elevations at the extraction wells follow a most likely rain-induced pattern. 

Groundwater Capture Zones: 

Since based on the hydrograph evaluation, the extraction wells have very limited capture zones, 
the associated groundwater elevation contour maps should reflect these findings. The 
groundwater contour maps presented in the Report show that on-site and off-site groundwater is 
captured. However, these figures do not take into account the findings discussed in Section 1.1 . 
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Figures 7 through 9 show groundwater elevation contour maps for March 25, 1992 (pre-pumping 
data), April 12, 1996 (first water elevation data after start-up), and September 29, 2000 (most 
recent water elevation data for which VOC concentration data are available) using the 
hydrograph findings. As shown on the figures, the site-wide groundwater gradient was smaller in 
1992 (approximately 0.0033 feet/foot) than in 1996 (approximately 0.0065 feet/foot) and 2000 
(approximately 0.0079 feet/foot). It appears unlikely that this increase in groundwater gradient 
can be attributed to the operation of the extraction system. It is recommended that the pattern of 
the regional groundwater gradient be compared to the site gradients to evaluate the causes for the 
increase in groundwater gradients at the site. 

Figures 8 and 9 also illustrate the estimated capture zones for the extraction wells. As shown in 
the figures , the estimated capture zones are not extensive. Well construction details for the 
extraction and monitoring wells should be reviewed to determine whether all wells are screened 
in the same aquifer. In addition, site-specific hydrogeologic information should be reviewed to 
determine why the radius of influence around the extraction wells does not impact groundwater 
elevations in near-by monitoring wells. 

VOC Isoconcentration Maps and Plume Capture: 

In order to evaluate whether the extraction wells capture the VOC plume emanating from the 
site, VOC isoconcentration maps were prepared using the latest data (September 2000). 

Figures 10 through 14 show isoconcentration maps for trichloroethene (TCE), 1, 1, 1-
trichloroethane ( 1, 1, 1-TCA), tetrachloroethene (PCE), cis-1 ,2-dichloroethene ( cis-1 ,2-DCE), and 
1,1-dichloroethane (1 ,1-DCA), respectively. Figure 10 shows the TCE plume emanating from 
the TCE/TCA Above-Ground Storage Tank (AGST) location and migrating in a southeasterly 
direction. The highest concentrations were detected at RW-2 and MW-12. The extent of the 
TCE plume is not defined, except in the northwestern portion of the plume (no TCE was detected 
at RW-4 and MW-29). Comparing the estimated extent of the TCE plume which encompasses 
all other plumes to the capture zones depicted in Figure 9, it is evident that the current extractions 
system is not capturing on-site and off-site contamination. 

Figure 11 shows the 1, 1, 1-TCA plume emanating from the TCE/TCA AGST location and 
migrating in a southeastern direction. The highest concentrations were detected at RW-2 and 
MW-12. The extent of the 1,1,1-TCA plume is not defined, except in the northwestern portion 
of the plume (no 1,1,1-TCA was detected at RW-4 and MW-29) and the southern portion of the 
plume (no 1,1,1-TCA was detected at IT-2). The non-detect concentration reported for RW-1 
was not used for preparing the isoconcentration map since during all previous sampling events, 
1, 1, 1-TCA concentrations at this well were about 100 ug/1. 

Figure 12 shows the estimated extent of the PCE plume. The highest concentrations were 
detected at MW-22 (3 ,300 ug/1) and RW-2 (7,400 ug/1). The PCE plume is bound in the 
southeastern portion by non-detect concentrations at wells RW-1 , MW-30, IT-2, and IT-3 . 
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However, the extent of the PCE plume in all other directions has not been determined. The 
solubility of PCE in water is 23 7 mg/1. As a rule of thumb, if dissolved groundwater 
concentrations reach one percent of the VOC solubility in water, then the presence ofDNAPL 
should be investigated. Since PCE concentrations in excess of 2,370 ug/1 were detected in MW-
22 and RW-2, the presence of a PCE DNAPL source should be investigated. 

Figure 13 shows that the downgradient extent of cis-1,2-DCE has not been determined. The cis-
1,2-DCE concentration detected at IT-2 exceeded the Indiana Drinking Water Standard of 70 ug/1 
(see Table 1 below). 

Figure 14 shows that the upgradient and downgradient extent of the 1,1-DCA plume have not 
been defined. 1,1-DCA was detected in off-site well IT-2 at 16 ug/1. 

Since the aerial and vertical extent of the plumes have not been defined, additional data should 
be collected to determine the extent of the VOC plumes. Without these data, the effectiveness of 
the recovery system cannot be fully evaluated and system optimization (e.g., the installation of 
additional extraction wells) cannot be performed. 

Evaluation of VOC Concentrations with Respect to Performance Standards: 

Table 1 lists the performance standards for the extraction system and maximum concentrations 
detected at the site . 

Table 1: Indiana Drinking Water Standards for the VOCs of concern at the site. 

Compound Indiana Region 9 Maximum Well in which the 
Drinking Tap Water Concentration Maximum Concentration 
Water PRGs [ug/1] [ug/1] was detected 
Standard [ug/1] Detected in 

September 
2000 

TCE 5 1.6 880 MW-12 

1,1 ,1-TCA 200 540 430 RW-2 

PCE 5 1.1 7,400 RW-2 

Cis-1 ,2-DCE 70 61 87 IT-2 

1,1-DCA Not 810 22 RW-2 
Established 

The current data show that on- and off-site groundwater contains TCE and PCE concentrations in 
excess of the extraction system performance standards (i.e. , Indiana Drinking Water Standards) . 
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In addition, on-site groundwater contains 1, 1, 1-TCA concentrations in excess of the extraction 
system performance standards. Furthermore, off-site groundwater contains cis-1,2-DCE 
concentrations in excess of the extraction system performance standards. No performance 
standards were established for 1,1-DCA. 1,1-DCA was detected in on- and off-site wells. It 
should be noted that the extent of the VOC plume on- and off-site has not been determined and 
that additional exceedances of performance standards are possible. 

VOC Concentration Trends: 

Figures 15 through 18 show VOC concentration trends over time for the extraction wells. 
Concentration trends could not be evaluated for the monitoring wells since no data were 
available. As shown in the figures, TCE and PCE are present at the highest concentrations and 
concentration graphs for TCE and PCE are almost identical. The concentration graph for TCA 
closely matches those ofTCE and PCE. The other VOCs are not present at sufficient 
concentrations to determine concentration trends. The figures show that VOC concentration 
trends in wells RW-1 through RW-3 have generally decreased since the startup of the 
groundwater recovery system. At RW-4, not enough data are available to draw conclusions 
regarding concentration trends. The figures also show the water elevations at the extraction 
wells. There does not seem to be a correlation between water elevation in the well and the 
concentration detected at the well. It is currently unclear what factors most influence the 
concentration trends at the extraction wells. 

It is recommended that groundwater quality data be collected from the monitoring and extraction 
wells on a quarterly basis to better evaluate seasonal changes and concentration trends at the site. 
In addition, it is recommended that the on- and off-site VOC plume extent be determined. 
Subsequently, the location of additional extraction wells should be evaluated so that plume 
capture can be achieved. 

Comparison of On-Site Data to the Webb Well Field Data: 

The Webb Well Field is located approximately 1,500 feet east-northeast of the site. In order to 
evaluate the effect of contamination emanating from the site on the Webb Well Field, a geologic 
cross-section between the site and the well field should be prepared, and well construction 
details, (including well depth, screened interval, and well log) radius of influence calculations 
(horizontal and vertical) for the well field, and VOC data for the well field (indicating which 
analytical methods were used) for each sampling event, since the detection of cis-1,2-DCE, 
should be provided. 

It appears that the wells in the Webb Well Field are pumping from a highly transmissive zone 
that allows pump rates of 2.5 million gallons per day. The wells at the site pump between 2.25 
gpm and 14.9 gpm and it appears that the radius of influence around the on-site extraction wells 
is very limited, indicating very tight, less transmissive material. Therefore, it is assumed that the 
Webb Well Field is pumping from a different aquifer zone than the on-site wells. On the other 
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hand, the downgradient extent of the cis-1,2-DCE plume has not been determined. In addition, it 
is unclear whether contamination at the site has migrated to lower aquifer units as analytical data 
for D-zone wells (IT-lA, MW-23, and MW-25) have not been provided. 

Groundwater contour maps (pre- and post-pumping) indicate a southeasterly flow direction at the 
site. However, Figures 8 through 13 in the document "Protecting Ground Water at the Indiana 
American Water Company's Webb Well Field near Franklin, Indiana", dated June 30, 1997, 
show that groundwater at the site is flowing in a northeasterly direction, if it is assumed that the 
site falls within the capture zone of the well field. Therefore, this northeasterly flow direction is 
not supported by on-site water elevation data. 

It appears that contamination at the site could only have reached the Webb Well Field if this 
contamination has reached lower aquifer units which show a northeasterly groundwater flow 
direction. If available data are not sufficient to provide information regarding contamination and 
groundwater flow direction in lower units, additional monitoring wells and/or soil borings need 
to be installed to find the contamination in the lower units. 

Extraction and Treatment System Efficiency: 

This section evaluates the extraction and treatment system efficiency 1) based on the objectives 
of the recovery system, and 2) based on an evaluation of pump rates, total gallons of groundwater 
extracted, and voe mass removal. 

Evaluation Based on the Objectives of the Recovery System 

The objectives of recovery system are: 

1. Withdraw VOC-contaminated groundwater from the uppermost saturated unit and treat 
the water by air stripping to non-detect levels. 

2. Depress the potentiometric surface of Unit B to elevations below the invert of the nearby 
storm sewer which at times intercepts VOC contaminated Unit B groundwater and 
conveys the water to Hurricane Creek. 

3. Depress the local potentiometric surface of Unit B to the extent of the offsite portions of 
the groundwater so that the contaminant plume will cease or reverse flow. 

Objective 1: 

Based on the data provided in the Report, the effluent concentrations from the treatment system 
have been non-detect for the VOCs analyzed. Therefore, the current system is meeting the first 
objective . 
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Objective 2: 

The storm sewer elevations for manholes MH 110 and MH 109 were used to estimate the sewer 
elevations at the site. Assuming a constant storm sewer slope of 0.0095 feet/foot (measured from 
the slope between MW 109 and MH 110) and assuming that the Franklin Power Products Site is 
located 1/4 mile away from Hurricane Creek and that manhole MH 109 is located 680 feet north 
of Hurricane Creek, the sewer line should be at an elevation of 721.53 feet msl at the southern 
property boundary and at 723 .9·1 feet msl just south of the main building on the site. 

Figure 24 shows the estimated high and low sewer elevations along with water table elevations 
from nearby wells MW-12, MW-22, RW-2 and RW-3 between 1992 and 2000. MW-22 and 
MW-12 appear to be the closest wells to the abandoned storm sewer line. Wells RW-2, RW-3, 
and MW-25 are closest to the existing storm sewer line. As can be seen in the figure, only water 
levels at MW-22 exceeded the estimated lowest sewer elevation four times in eight years. 
Therefore, it appears that the current system is generally meeting the second objective. However, 
it is recommended that actual storm sewer elevations be obtained to verify this conclusion. 

Objective 3: 

Based on previous discussions regarding capture zones, the current system does not meet the 
third objective. 

Evaluation Based on Pump Rates, Total Gallons of Groundwater Extracted, and VOC Mass 
Removal 

The Report states that the groundwater recovery from the extraction wells increased significantly 
after the May 15, 2000 redevelopment of the wells. This statement could not be evaluated since 
pump rates before May 24, 2000 were not available. Figure 19 shows the pump rates of the 
extraction wells between May 24 and October 25, 2000. As shown in the figure, extraction rates 
increased in all extraction wells in August 2000. The slightest increase was observed in RW-2, 
the largest increase was observed in R W-1. The current total system pump rates range between 
approximately 37 gpm and 39 gpm. 

The Report (Page 2) states that 7,627,141 gallons of groundwater were recovered and treated 
between April 19 and October 26, 2000. The following table lists the cumulative flow readings 
for each well, the average pump rate, total VOC mass removed, and the average VOC · 
concentration calculated from values between February 24, 1995 and September 1, 2000 . 
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Table 2: Comparison of Groundwater Volume and Groundwater Mass Removed 

Date RW-1 RW-2 RW-3 RW-4 Total 

Groundwater Volume 5,138,903 12,339,401 12,525,089 4,241,582 34,266,201 
[gal] Removed between 
2/95 and 9/00 

Average Pump Rate 1.8 4.3 4.3 1.5 11.8 

[gpm] between 2/95 and 
9/00 

Total VOC Mass [lbs] 23.46 269.74 165.51 3.45 462.16 
Removed between 2/95 
and 9/00 

Average VOC 547.9 2,947.3 1,728.5 103.5 1,331.8 
Concentration [ug/1] 
between 2/95 and 9/00 

Assumptions: 

Between February 24, 1995 and September 1, 2000, 2,016 days have elapsed. From this, the 
average pump rates can be calculated. Total VOC mass was calculated by multiplying the 
concentration detected at a certain sampling event by the number of gallons removed between 
that sampling event and the previous sampling event. Average VOC concentrations were 
calculated using one-half the detection limit for each non-detect result. 

Figures 20 through 23 show groundwater and VOC mass removal over time for RW-1 through 
RW-4. As can be seen from Table 2 and Figures 20 through 23 , the best removal efficiencies are 
obtained from wells RW-2 and RW-3 because VOC concentrations in the groundwater are still 
very high. The figures show that an increase in groundwater extraction rate is proportional to an 
increase in mass removal at RW-2 and RW-3. Optimization of the system would include 
increasing pump rates to accelerate VOC groundwater cleanup at RW-2 and RW-3. For well 
RW-1, the relationship between volume of groundwater extracted and mass ofVOCs removed is 
not quite so clear. It appears that the removal efficiency is not limited by groundwater pump 
rates, but by the V OC concentrations present at the well. This well is not located in the center of 
the VOC plume and, therefore, the removal efficiency of this well is not expected to be as good 
as for extraction wells located in the center of the plume. A clear relationship between volume of 
groundwater extracted and mass of VOCs removed cannot be observed for RW-4, either, since 
there are not enough data points available. It appears, however, that, as with RW-1, the removal 
efficiency at RW-4 is not limited by groundwater pump rates, but by the VOC concentrations 
present at this well. 
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Extraction and Treatment System Conclusions and Recommendations 

To optimize the recovery system: 

a) additional extraction wells should be installed in areas that show higher 
transmissivity and where larger capture zones are expected; 

b) existing well construction details and well logs for all on- and off-site wells 
should be reviewed to determine whether the extraction and monitoring wells are 
screened in the same hydrogeologic units; 

c) the VOCplume extent should be defined; 

d) the presence ofDNAPL should be investigated; 

e) voe concentration data for lower aquifer units should be reviewed; 

f) groundwater flow directions in the lower aquifer units should be determined; 

g) geologic cross-sections should be prepared to evaluate the interconnectedness 
between on-site and off-site aquifer units; 

h) precipitation data should be obtained to better evaluate the water elevation 
hydrographs; and, 

i) the elevation of the storm sewer line at the site should be determined. 

OA/OC Procedures: 

A cursory review of the revised quality assurance project plan (QAPP), dated May 25, 1991, was 
performed. During this review, it was noted that a number changes have been made to the 
referenced documents and analytical methods. The following is a list of QAPP methods and 
documents where changes have been made. 

• QAPP Table 1 states that soils and sediments collected for voes will be placed in "2-40 
ml widemouth vials w/Teflon septa" and cooled to 4°e. However, this is no longer an 
acceptable procedure for collecting soil or dry sediment samples. The currently approved 
procedure for collecting voe soil/dry sediment samples is either SW-846 Method 5021 
or Method 5035. Therefore, it should be ensured that the currently approved voe 
sampling procedures will be used . 
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QAPP Section 7.0 and Appendix F list the methods to be used to analyze samples. These 
sections state that VOCs will be analyzed by Method 8240. However, Method 8240 is no 
longer an approved method to analyze VOCs. Therefore, it should be ensured that VOC 
samples will be analyzed by the currently approved SW-846 Method 8260B. 
Furthermore, these sections indicate that pesticide/PCB samples will be analyzed by 
Method 8080. However, it is no longer acceptable to analyze pesticides and PCBs 
together and Method 8080 is no longer approved. Therefore, it should be ensured that 
organochlorine pesticides will be analyzed by SW-846 Method 8081A and PCBs will be 
analyzed by Method 8082. In addition, the currently approved versions of the methods 
for semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), dioxins, metals, mercury, 
organophosphorus pesticides and herbicides should also be used. These methods are 
listed in the QAPP as 8270, 8280, 200.7/6010, 7470, 8140 and 8150. However, the 
current SW-846 Methods are 8270C, 8280A, 6010B, 7470A/7471A, 8141A and 8151A. 
Finally, the QAPP states that arsenic, lead, selenium and thallium will be analyzed by 
graphite furnace. While this is an accepted method, it should be ensured that these 
analytes will actually be analyzed by the graphite furnace and not by trace ICP, which can 
provide comparable detection limits. 

The sample preparation and cleanup methods listed in QAPP Section 7.0 are also no 
longer current. The listed versus approved methods are: 

Listed Method A1mroved Method 

3510 3510C 
3520 3520C 
5030 5030B 
3010 3010A 
3020 3020A 
3050 3050B 
3640 3640A 
3620 3620B 
3660 3660B 

QAPP Section 8.3 references data validation guidelines which are no longer in use. The 
current versions of the Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) National Function Guidelines 
for Data Review (Functional Guidelines) are February 1994 (inorganic document) and 
October 1999 ( organic document). Therefore, it should be ensured that these versions of 
the Functional Guidelines are used as guidance documents when validating the data. 
Additionally, it should be noted that the Functional Guidelines are only directly 
applicable to CLP methodologies. These guidelines require modification when used with 
SW-846 Methods. Therefore, it should be ensured that the acceptance criteria outlined in 
the QAPP and in SW-846 will be used when validating the data for this project. 
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2 . Comments on the Interim Corrective Measures - Groundwater Recovery and 
Treatment System Semi-Annual Post Closure Monitoring Report, Franklin Power 
Products Site, Franklin, Indiana, dated March 26, 2001 

General Comment: 

1. It is unclear why water elevation measurements (September 29 and October 10, 2000) and 
monitoring well samples (September 29, 2000) were not collected on the same day that 
treatment system influent and effluent sampling (May 24, August 4, and September 1, 
2000) and extraction well sampling (September 1, 2000) was performed. To provide a 
comprehensive overview of concentrations and water elevations in all wells at the site 
and influent data from the extraction system as a snap shot in time, all water quality and 
water elevation samples should be collected on the same day. 

Specific Comments: 

1. It appears that between the bottom of Page 1 and the top of Page 2, text is missing. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Please add the missing text for clarity. 

The Report (Page 2) states that 1,1-DCA, PCE, 1,1,1-TCA and 1,2,3-trichlorobenzene 
(1,2,3-TCB) were detected in samples collected from the extraction wells. 1,2,3-TCB 
was detected for the first time at the site (at RW-1). It should be noted that TCE was also 
detected in the extraction wells. The Report should be updated to include TCE as one of 
the contaminants detected in the recovery wells. 

The Report (Page 3) states that VOCs were analyzed using U.S. EPA Method 8021. 
However, the laboratory data sheets included in the Report list U.S. EPA Method 8260B 
as the analysis method used for groundwater samples. The Report should be updated to 
specify the correct method used for VOC analysis. 

The Report does not ~tate whether any deviations from the Sampling and Analysis Plan 
(SAP) and the Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) occurred during the semi-annual 
reporting period. A section should be provided in the Report discussing any deviations 
from the SAP or QAPP. 

On Page 4, the Report states that the highest VOC concentrations were detected during 
the November 27, 2000 sampling event. However, the reporting period discussed in the 
Report only extends to October 26, 2000. The correct sampling date (September 29, 
2000) should be listed in the Report. 

The Report (Page 4) only discusses VOC concentrations detected at the monitoring wells. 
Since the extraction wells were also sampled in September ( on September 1, 2000), VOC 
concentrations in these wells should also be discussed and compared to the monitoring 
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well results. This comparison will show that the highest total voe concentrations were 
detected at MW-22 (3,571 ug/1) and RW-2 (2,712 ug/1), followed by voe concentrations 
at MW-12 (2,041 ug/1) and RW-3 (1,555 ug/1). The Report should be updated to include 
a discussion of voe concentrations in the recovery wells. 

The Report (Page 4) states that off-site wells IT-2 and IT-3 are within the hydraulic 
control of the recovery system and that concentrations ofVOes are being effectively 
reduced. However, based on the discussions provided above, these off-site and all on-site 
wells are not located within the hydraulic control of the extraction wells. In addition, 
since no historical concentration data are provided in the Report, the statement that voe 
concentrations in the off-site wells have decreased since 1992 could not be verified. It 
appears likely that voe concentration reductions at the site are occurring because of 
downgradient plume migration. Additional data should be provided in the Report to 
substantiate the statement that off-site wells IT-2 and IT-3 are within hydraulic control of 
the recovery system and that concentrations ofVOes are being effectively reduced. 

The Site Inspection Forms in Attachment D do not show turbidity measurements for the 
collected samples. However, for example, on September 29, 2000, qualitative comments 
regarding turbidity were made for all wells: at well IT-2, IT-3, MW-20, MW-22, MW-28, 
MW-29, the purge water was silty or slightly silty. Purge water was slightly cloudy at 
MW-12 and very silty at MW-30. Since the groundwater appears to be turbid, it is 
recommended that turbidity measurements using a turbidity meter be made . 

In addition, a sulfur odor was noted for purge water collected at IT-2. Please explain 
what could cause the sulfur odor in that well. 
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May 16, 2001 

Juan Thomas DE-9J 
EPA Region 5 
77 West Jackson 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Subject: DEED RESTRICTION RELEASE 

Discussions with Mr. Sam Waldo of Amphenol, he has advised I send you a copy of the 
Surveyors Report for the carved out property I am trying to purchase from Delco Remy. 
The land on the survey is in compliance with E.P.A. guidelines, and no remediation 
required. Delco Remy is the current owner of the property. Delco purchased the 
business from Franklin Power Products back in 1986, with Amphenol retaining the 
environmental clean-up requirements. 

My legal council has advised that he can place a deed restriction on the property 
restricting use of wells and no personal residence are to be built on the property. Our 
placing of the restriction vs the E.P.A.'s restriction permits and easier access to Banks 
being willing to provide financing for the property by myself or any future owners. 

I need your help in removal of the deed restriction by the E.P.A. I certainly, understand 
and support the position of the deed restriction on the balance of the property that has had 
prior contamination and is in the process of clean up by Amphenol. 

I have maintained a good working relationship with Sam Waldo and Amphenol during 
their clean-up program. I understand the direction Amphenol is taking to continue the 
remediation until such time the soil is within E.P.A. requirements. 

Your assistance will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, f 
~ ~ 

Mike Jarvis 



- October 20, 1999 

Mr. Walter Francis 
United States Environmental Protection Agency Region 5 
RCRA Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch, DRE-91 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590 

Re: Franklin Power Products, Inc./ Amphenol Franklin, Indiana 
Administrative Order on Consent 
USEPA I.D.# IND 044 587 848 
Response to Comments 

File: 074.40064 

Dear Mr. Francis: 

SECOR 
/11/C:'r11atio11a! !nco1poratcc! 

This letter responds to comments prepared by the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEP A) pertaining to compliance actions completed at the Franklin Power Products Site (the Site) 
located in Franklin, Indiana, as outlined in Section II of the Administrative Order on Consent (the 
Order) I.D.# IND 044 587 848. These comments, transmitted by USEPA to Amphenol (the 
Respondent) on September 23 , 1999, relate to following: 

• The performance evaluation reports for the upgraded groundwater recovery system and 
AS/SVE pilot test program submitted (May 1999) in accordance with Tasks II & III of 
Attachment A of the Order; and 

• The results of the Indiana-American Webb Well Field investigation described in Task IV of 
Attachment A. 

The following responses have been prepared to reflect specific actions agreed upon during the 
October 6, 1999, conference call between USEPA, the USEPA Contractor (TECHLA W), Amphenol, 
and SECOR International. 

Groundwater Recovery and Treatment System - Upgrade Report 

As discussed in the Groundwater Recovery and Treatment System - Upgrade Report (May 1999), 
electrical submersible pumps where installed in the three existing on-site recovery wells (R W-1, 
RW-2, and RW-3), and a fourth on-site recovery well was installed along the south central property 
boundary. The purpose of the system upgrades were to: 

1) Increase the overall quantity of groundwater and V OCs recovered by the system; and 

2) Lower the water table to a level below the invert of a 72-inch diameter sewer which 
croSS(;'S the site, as historical data suggest t::rnt the 11,:!dding mc:.Lerial surrounding 
around the storm sewer may act as a conduit for the migration of site VOCs to off­
site areas. 
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To meet the above objectives, pneumatic pumps in existing recovery wells, RW-1, RW-2, and RW-
3, were replaced with Grundfos Model JS07-03 JetSub electrical submersible pumps. In addition, 
a new recovery well RW-4 was installed along the southwest property boundary. Recovery well 
RW-4 was completed at a depth of 28 feet below ground surface (bgs), and fitted with a Grundfos 
Model JS 10-03 submersible pump. Currently, the flow rates of recovery wells RW-1 through R W-4 
are 2.75 gallons per minute (gpm), 7.4 gpm, 8.1 gpm, and 7.7 gpm, respectively (Handex, September 
1999). Drawdown in each recovery well is controlled using high low electrical switches. In 
addition, automatic shutoff switches 8.!~ installed between the pressure blower and the submersible 
pumps. Automatic shutoffs are also tied into the low and high pressure levels and high float level 
in the water sump of the air stripper. The purpose of the shutoff switches is to reduce the possibility 
of accidental groundwater overflow discharge from the system in the event of air stripper shutdown. 

Review of recent site groundwater elevation data suggest that, although the overall yield of the 
recovery system has nearly doubled since completion of the upgrades, the elevation of the 
surrounding water table has not significantly decreased. Current groundwater elevation data indicate 
the groundwater table is approximately one foot above the invert of the storm sewer, consistent with 
historical data. However, groundwater flow data, as illustrated on Figure 3 of the Groundwater 
Recovery and Treatment System - Upgrade Report (May 1999), indicate that groundwater flow along 
south property boundary is to the north toward the recovery wells. The data suggest the upgraded 
Groundwater Recovery and Treatment System is providing hydraulic containment of on-site 
groundwater and voes. 

Amphenol agrees that additional groundwater elevation and chemistry data may be necessary to 
assure that the existing groundwater recovery system is adequately containing VOCs on site. To this 

~ d, groundwater elevations and quality samples will be collected from downgradient off-site 
- monitoring wells IT-2 and IT-3 as part of the contim'.ing site monitorin6 program. Amphenol is also 

aware that USEP A may request the installation of an additional groundwater piezometer along the 
southwest boundary of the site to demonstrate that the hydraulic gradient in this portion of the site 
has been reversed by recovery well RW-4. As you are aware, accessability along the southwest site 
boundary is limited due to elevated and subgrade utilities present in this area. Amphenol will work 
closely with USEP A to select an appropriate location for the additional piezometer if installation is 
deemed necessary. 

Treatability Study: Air Sparging/Soil Vapor Extraction 

Amphenol acknowledges USEPA's conclusion that based on the results presented in the Treatability 
Study: Air Sparging/Soil Vapor Extraction System Final Report the design and installation of a full 
scale AS/SVE system for the Franklin site is not appropriate. 

Webb Well Field Evaluation 

The Webb Well Field Evaluation Report (May 1999) concluded that the Wittman Hydro Planning 
Associates, Inc. (WHPA) report "Protecting Groundwater at the Indiana American Water Company's 
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Webb Well Field near Franklin Indiana" (June 1997), did not demonstrate that the Franklin Power 
Products Site is the source of VOCs detected at the Webb Well Field. 

Further review of historic site groundwater flow data presented in the Remedial Feasability 
Investigation Report (WW Engineering & Science, June 1994) indicates a consistent north to south 
flow direction across the site. The north to south groundwater flow is exhibited in both the shallow 
(B Unit) and deeper (D Unit) portions of the aquifer. In addition, recent groundwater elevation data 
collected during upgrade/shutdown of the recovery system also confirm the north to south flow 
pattern (Groundwater Recovery and Treatment System Upgrade Report, O'Brien & Gere, May 
1999). The data do not indicate that hydraulic gradients or groundwater flow direction were affected 
by the pumping of the Webb Well Field wells located cross-gradient, and approximately 4,000 feet 
east-northeast of the Site. Furthermore, based on conversations with the Indiana-American Water 
Company-Johnson County Office field representative, we were advised that the pumps in all but one 
of the Webb Well Field wells were removed, and that the remaining well operates only during times 
of drought or for emergency use. The Sugar Creek Well Field, located approximately four miles east 
of the Site, currently serves as the sole source of municipal water for the City of Franklin. 

Amphenol understands that due to the prior decommissioning (mid-1980s) of two site monitoring 
wells (MW-5 and MW-10), formerly located along the eastern site boundary, USEP A is concerned 
that a data gap may exist in this area. As discussed with USEP A, Amphenol is prepared to installed 
a replacement monitoring well between existing monitoring wells MW-9 and IT-3 to provide 
supplemental groundwater elevation and chemistry data in this area, if deemed necessary. This well 
would be included in the continuing site monitoring plan. 

Amphenol appreciates the opportunity to work with USEP A to implement a technically feasible and 
equitable remedial solution for the Site. Should you have any q1..lestions regarding this transmittal, 
please call Sam Waldo of Amphenol Corporation at (203) 265-8760 or me. 

Very truly yours, 

SECOR International Incorporated 

~~Z.XL/ 
Principal Hydrogeologist 

WJG/gap 
cc: Corrective Action Section/Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) 

Sam Waldo (Amphenol Corporation) 
Michael Jarvis (Franklin P0wer Products, Inc.J 
Robert Baker (Franklin Power Products, Inc.) 
David Walker (TECHLA W) 
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November 17, 1998 

Mr. William Buller - DRE-9J 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol Corporation, Franklin, IN 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Buller: 

Pursuant to our conversation on Monday, November 16, 1998, I have enclosed copies of the 
O&M summaries for the ICM which I had neglected to send you earlier. Please note that the 
reports covering August and September are dated October 6, 1998. The report covering October 
has not yet been submitted. As I noted in my earlier letters, I am prepared to continue to send 
these reports to you on a voluntary basis until the schedule included in the AOC takes effect.. 

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the above. 

/~- ~ 

,. Y~~ s sincere ,(; I -'/ · ' \ \ 

-~"}Jw.-J.j-j ), ~~~ 
Samuel S. Waldo 
Director, Environmental Affairs 
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March 2, 1998 

Paul Little, Chief 
MI/WI Section 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Division 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Dear Mr. Little: 

We regret to inform you that there is no specific pump/aquifer tests data for our Webb well 
field near Franklin, Indiana. The estimates we have made of long-term and short-term well 
field capacity (2 and 3 MDG respectively) have been determined by the many years of 
experience our operators have at the facility. In our analyses of the capture zones for the well 
field, we found that at historic annual average pumping rates of the Webb well field (2.5 
MGD) the capture zones included the PPP facility. In the modeling conducted by WHPA, 
Incorporated, the transmissivity of the narrow outwash aquifer along Hurricane Creek has a 
lower limit of approximately 10,000 ft2/day. This modeling also suggests that the Creek is a 
boundary condition for flow with substantial hydraulic resistance (10-25 days). 

It is the position of Indiana-American Water Company (IAWC) that the contamination of soil 
and groundwater at the Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol facility (PPP) is the source of the 
DCE and DCA that has been measured in the raw Webb well water. This conclusion is based 
on the following: 

1. a release of solvents did occur at PPP 
2. concentrations of DCE and DCA increased in well #3 at Webb a decade or more later 
3. modeling for wellhead protection shows PPP in the steady state capture zone 

of the wells 
4. 
5. 

particle tracking suggests that contaminants from PPP would arrive at well #3 
contaminant transport modeling experiments corroborated the observations at the 
well field 

An American Water System Company "Dedicated to Quality Service" 
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Further, we suggest that the EPA shift the burden of the PPP analysis . Rather than attempting 
to determine whether the contaminants in our wells came from their facility, it might be more 
instructive to have PPP design the analysis to identify release and contaminant transport 
scenarios that illustrates how the groundwater contamination at their facility would be unable 
to reach our community water supply wells. It is our position that WHPA, Incorporated 
already completed this analysis . 

Our commitment to high water quality standards for drinking water is the essence of our 
business. The degradation of raw water quality at the Webb well field has effectively limited 
the capacity of the Franklin community water supply system. The changes in water quality 
from the Hurricane Creek aquifer system near Franklin, Indiana have forced us to look 
elsewhere for capacity to serve the local residents. We are currently assessing our legal 
options at this time . 

Please contact me at your earliest convenience if you have any questions. 

Sincerely yours, 

INDIANA-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY, INC. 

~ 
Eric ~ urg 
Vice President-Operations 

EWT/mr 
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Mr. Eric W. Thornburg 
Vice President-Operations 
Indiana-American Water Company, Inc. 
401 Camby Court 
P.O. Box 570 
Greenwood, Indiana 46142-0570 

Re: Administrative Order on Consent 
Docket No. R8H-5-99-002 
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Franklin Power Products, Inc./Amphenol Corporation 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Thornburg: 

Please find enclosed a copy of the fully executed Administrative 
Order on Consent with Franklin Power Products, Inc./Amphenol 
Corporation. The Order imposes the implementation of the 
selected remedy for Respondents' facility as specified in the 
Interim Final Decision. In addition to requiring clean up 
actions at the facility, the Order also requires the 
investigation of the possible impact of facility contaminants on 
your Webb Well Field. The Respondents are required to submit a 
report on the investigation within 90 days of the effective date 
of the Order (December 8, 1998). You will be provided with a 
copy of Respondents' report. It is our intent that this matter 
be thoroughly investigated and properly resolved. 
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If you have any questions please call me at (312) 886-4568, or 
Paul Little, Chief, MI/WI Section, at (312) 886-4460. 

Sincerely, 

William Buller, Project Coordinator 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
MI/WI Section 

cc: John Gunter, IDEM (enclosure) 
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bee: Larry Johnson, ORC (w.o. enclosure) 

ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE BRANCH 

SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY 

AUTHOR/ MINN/ OHIO MICHIGAN/ ILLINOIS/ ECAB WPTD 
TYPIST SECTION WISCONSIN INDIANA BRANCH DIVISION 

CHIEF SECTION SECTION CHIEF DIRECTOR 
CHIEF CHIEF 
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P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford, CT 06492 
Telephone (203) 265-8900 

• 

December 7, 1998 

Mr. William Buller - DRE-9J 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: Project Coordinator Designation 
Project Contractor/Consultant Designation 

Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested 

Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol Corporation, Franklin, IN 
Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Buller: 

Pursuant to Paragraph VII.A. - Project Coordinator, please be advised that Samuel S. Waldo, 
Director of Environmental Affairs for Amphenol Corporation, will serve as Project Coordinator, 
overseeing the implementation of the subject AOC. 

Paragraph IX.E. of the AOC requires Respondents to notify USEP A of the name of the 
consultant/contractor to be used in carrying out the terms of the AOC. As described in my June 4, 
1998 correspondence to you, Amphenol has selected O'Brien & Gere Engineers, Inc. , to carry 
out the requirements of the AOC. A Statement of Qualifications for The O'Brien & Gere 
Companies, was included in that correspondence. O'Brien & Gere is not on the List of Parties 
Excluded from Federal Procurement or Non-Procurement Programs. As we discussed in our 
conversation of December 7, 1998, another submittal of the Statement of Qualifications will not 
be necessary with this notification. If, however, there are any questions regarding the selection of 
O'Brien & Gere, please contact me. A copy of the fully executed AOC, along with specific 
instructions to provide copies to subcontractors, was provided to O'Brien & Gere by letter dated 
December 7, 1998 . 



t--., ~- • ...., 

• Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the above. 

Samuel S. Waldo 
Director, Environmental Affairs 

cc: R. Baker - FPP 
W. Gabriel- O'B&G 

• 
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CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Samuel S. Waldo 
Director of Environmental Affairs 
Amphenol Corporation 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford, Connecticut 06492 

Mr. J. Michael . Jarvis 
Franklin Power Products 
400 Forsythe Street 
Franklin, Indiana 46131 

Re: Administrative Order on Consent 
(dated November 27, 1990) 

DRE-8J 

Interim Final Decision/Response to Comments 
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr Waldo and Mr. Jarvis: 

... - . l 

. "' 

Please find enclosed an Interim Final Decision/Response to 
Comments (IFD/RTC) which describes the selected remedy for your 
facility. The Corrective Measures Study (CMS) Report dated 
September 1995, and the "Additional Studies" CMS Report dated 
November 1996, which were approved for public review, are hereby 
approved as final reports by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). 

The IFD/RTC is designated as an interim document to allow for 
possible corrective measures pertaining to Indian-American Water 
Company, Inc.'s well field. Indiana-American provided comment on 
the facility Statement of Basis, stating they had reason to 
believe that contamination at the facility is impacting their 
well field which provides water to the citizens of Franklin. 
Subsequently, the company submitted to U.S. EPA a hydrological 
report to support this premise. U.S. EPA finds that the report 
presents a reasonable possibility that contamination at your 
facility may be impacting the well field. Consequently the 
remedy includes the requirement that this matter be investigated 
further, and if such impact is confirmed, that appropriate 
corrective action be taken. A copy of the Indiana-American 
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report is enclosed for your review. 

The above referenced Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) 
provides for a forty five (45) day negotiation period to develop 
a new AOC for implementation of the selected remedy. U.S. EPA 
will forward to you a draft AOC in the near future. 

U.S. EPA is willing to meet with you to discuss specific elements 
of the AOC so as to expedite its development. If you wish to 
arrange a meeting, or if you have any questions, please contact 
me at (312) 886-4568. 

Sincerely, 

William Buller, Project Coordinator 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
MI/WI Section 

Enclosure 

cc: Michael Sickels, IDEM w/o enclosure 
John Koehnen, A.T. Kearney w/o enclosure 
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bee: Larry Johnson, ORC w/o enclosure 

ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE BRANCH 

SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY 

AUTHOR/ MINN/OHIO MICHIGAN/ ILLINOIS/ ECAB WPTD 
TYPIST SECTION WISCONSIN INDIANA BRANCH DIVISION 

CHIEF SECTION SECTION CHIEF DIRECTOR 
CHIEF CHIEF 

,/ff 
f6 ( ?,( { t(1 



Subject: 

LARRY JOHNSON 
RSWST.RSRCRA(BULLER-WILLIAM) 
8/19/97 3:03pm 
amphenol -Reply 

Letter looks fine except for a couple of typos. ( To Wo ( / c) J 
Press Release: 

1) end of 2nd para, insert this sentence: "In response to a comment received by U.S. EPA 
during the public comment period, the selected remedy also includes a requirement that an 
additional investigation be conducted to determine whether the Facility is a source of 
possible contamination of a nearby water supply well field." 

2) 3rd para. - Copies of the Interim Einal ~ecision ~ocument 

Larry Johnson, 6-6609 
8/19/97 

>>> WILLIAM BULLER 08/19/97 02:0Spm >>> w /Jo. / ;+.,,.,..,/l {to/I."/ /f, 
Larry attached is letter to amphenol lef me have your comments if you concurr could you 
do it by wpo - specify the date of the message and attachment. 

amphenol still hasnt given us any response on deed restriction to the facility 
their attorney called you. We can put a deadline on this in the new aoc? 

also can you let me have your comments on newspaper add thanks 

• 
- ,_,__ .. 

l 

- unless 
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DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

TO: 

A 6 O 4 1997 
D-8J 

Request for Concurrence of Interim Final 
Decision/Response to Comments 

Frankl i n Power Products/Amphenol Facility 
Frankl i n, Indiana 
IND 044 587 848 

Norman R. Niedergang, Director 

Original Signed by 
Norman R. N1edergang 

Waste, Pesticides, and Toxics Division 

David Ullrich 
Acting Regional Administrator 

. ~p.J.\ 

Is f J.I\C:J~'{ ~\gll I 

Attached for your review and signature is the Interim Final 
Decision/Response to Comments for the Franklin Power 
Products/Amphenol Facility. The document is termed Interim Final 
Decision since the remedy requires Respondents to investigate 
possible contaminant migration from the facility to a well field 
that provides water to the citizens of Franklin. The remedy 
specifies that if such contaminant migration is confirmed, 
appropriate corrective action will be required. All public 
comments received in the public comment process were considered 
and are responded to in this document. 

To address contaminated soil and groundwater at the Facility, the 
selected remedy includes institutional controls, operation of an 
existing on-site groundwater recovery system that will be 
upgraded, implementation of an air sparging and soil vapor 
extraction system, and monitoring. Any corrective action taken 
concerning the well field is not expected to interfere with these 
remedial actions. The selected remedy provides protection to 
human health and the environment and we recommend that you sign 
the Interim Final Decision/Response to Comments. 

If you have any questions, please contact Bill Buller of my staff 
at 886-4568. 

Attachment 

cc: Mike Mcclary 
• Thomas Linson, IDEM 
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bee: Larry Johnson, ORC 

OFFICIAL FILE COPY 
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SECRETARY 

AUTHOR/ 
TYPIST 

ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE BRANCH 

SECRETARY 

MINN/OHIO 
SECTION 
CHIEF 

SECRETARY 

MICHIGAN/ 
WISCONSIN 
SECTION 
CHIEF 

SECRETARY 

ILLINOIS/ 
INDIANA 
SECTION 
CHIEF 

SECRETARY SECRETARY 

ECAB WPTD 
BRANCH DIVISION 
CHIEF DIRECTOR 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

NATIONAL RISK MANAGEMENT RESEARCH LABORATORY 
SUBSURFACE PROTECTION AND REMEDIATION DIVISION 

P .0 . BOX 1198 • ADA, OK 7 4820 

--
C¾f'+ 

1J . ).) August 1, 1997 
OFFICE OF 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

MEMORANDUM 

flCE 
ivision 
5 

SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

TO: 

Amphenol Facility, Franklin, Indiana (96RC05-001) 
Report of an Evaluation of the On-Site Recovery System 

Steven D. Acree, Hydrogeologist ~ A---. 
Technical Assistance & Technology Transfer Branch 

Bill Buller, RPM 
U.S. EPA-Region 5 

Per your request for continuing technical assistance, the referenced report has been 
reviewed. In general, the potentiometric data indicate that the current extraction system is not 
depressing the water table below the elevation of the storm sewers at the site and may not be 
effectively capturing contaminated ground water at the site boundary. Detailed comments and 
recommendations concerning these issues and the proposed system upgrades are provided below. 

1. Section 6.1 , page 10; Section 7.2.1, page 14 
The report interprets the ground-water elevation information as indicative of capture 

between wells RW-1 and RW-2. However, there are two concerns regarding this interpretation 
of the data. It appears that this interpretation relies heavily on data from the pumping wells. 
Ground-water elevation data from an actively pumping well are generally not representative of 
elevations in the aquifer immediately adjacent to the well due to head losses associated with well 
inefficiency. Reinterpretation of the potentiometric surface without data from the pumping wells 
indicates ground water in this area is influenced by extraction but complete capture is not 
indicated. In addition, the report notes that infiltration into the storm sewer in the vicinity of well 
RW-3 may be resulting in some water table depression. The same situation may be occurring 
near wells RW-1 and RW-2. The water table depression observed in this area may be, in part, 
the result of water infiltration into the sewer. The monitoring system is not sufficient to 
distinguish capture by the sewer system from capture by the pumping wells. Based on the 
positions of these features, data to make such distinctions would be difficult to obtain. 
Therefore, the statement that contaminated ground water in this area is captured by the pumping 
wells does not appear to be supported. It is noted that efforts to increase pumping rates from the 
recovery system are proposed. It is recommended that capture be re-evaluated following system 
upgrades. 

Recycled/Recyclable• Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (40% Postconsumer) 
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2. Section 7.4, page 16 
Upgrading of pumps and installation of an additional recovery well are recommended in 

this section to increase recovery rates. These actions will probably improve water table 
depression near the storm sewer and increase capture of contaminated ground water. However, it 
is not clear that these efforts will be sufficient to meet the stated objectives. Other modifications, 
such as installation of additional conventional wells or vacuum extraction through multiple well 
points, may be required for effective water table depression in this setting and should be 
considered during this phase of investigation. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please do not hesitate to call me at 
your convenience (405-436-8609). We look forward to future interactions with you concerning 
this and other sites. 

cc: Paul Nadeau (5202G) 
Mike Fitzpatrick (5303W) 
Thad Slaughter, Region 5 
Carol Witt-Smith, Region 5 



SENT BY:A.T.K 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

cc: file 

7-10-97 ; 11: 55Al\l A.T.KEARNEY-1 

MEMORANDUM 

Mr. Bill Ruller - U.S. EPA Region S 

Johu Kut,hnen - A.T. Kearney 

Review of Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol 
Response to Comments on Statement of Basis 

July 10, '1997 

USEPA REG 5;# 3/ 9 

Thi~ memorandum serves to summarize the findul~:1 ufmy review of the U.~. EPA's Response 
to Comments on the S U&ltmumt of Basis for the Franklin Power Productc;/ Amphenol faci 1 i ty. The 
Respon~t to Comments was generated following the public commf!nt period f'or tho Statement of 
Basis which ended on May 30, ·1997 

As you know, A.T. Kearney h4!! nut received or reviewed a final copy of the Statement of'Ritc:i,:i 
Huwt,ver, based upon my review of the preliminary draft of the SbltP.ment of BasiR and my 
familiarity with the site, I reviewed the Response to Comments on the Statement of BttSi!ii a., 
submitted (Le ... without Statement of Bruii5 o.ttnchcd) as you re4u~ted. 

l havtl noted ininor editorial changes which l recommend for clarity directly onto a copy of the 
document which accompani~ this memorandum . ln general, l found the Response to Co1uwent 
document to provic1e 11n adequate level of detuil when re$pond.iJ1g lo ~h of the 
questions/comrnonts which aro5c du• i11g lhe public comment period. Since I am not entirely sure 
of the 111~Jumism which U.S. El'A uses to respond to each question/comment, no significant 
changes were made to the responses which may have i'l ltered the nature of the response. 
Additionally, since the rntential remedy may include nn cut·w~t o• h:ulet.l SVE/ AS system, 1 
roc.ommend that the proposed location of the sy::slem be presented on the a.~sociated figure. It 
nppcars that only the north-south oriented system is currently presented on the figure. 

If you have any concerns or whih to further di.cicuss this issue, please fcol free to cunla1,;t myself 
or Mr. Torld Quillen, who can be reached a.t (312)-223-7129. 
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PART I 

PART II 

• .. • 
BACKGROUND 

Facility Name~ ,,,-/:, / ;~ &we, Bd~-c:fs /A- vn b he'1o ( 
- I ; J 

Facility EPA [D Number /J)[) CJ1:4= 5' '3 7 '8 ,1-l'C: 

Docket Nmber 'JtlOff h tJde,- /IJ,C/'Pf/Yl ho.er- 2-~. ft?'?[) 

ECAB Assignee/Phon&/ 8 £ - 4-5"6 7!"' ORC Assignee/PhoneL k ,.hn 2';-;;
6 

O'f 

Summary of Agreement S" el e c.-f-e o{ tame~ £or: ,<; c 1 /i 1--\.c 
v 

ct,,., ~ f-<='jf>:?tt c, e fo pu 6 I~ c c:;c>m.1m.e ,v1-/- '::::. 

CONCURRENCES ON PROPOSED CAFO (PROPOSAL NO. ____ ) 

~s 
Date Agree Disagree 

1. ECAB Assignee / ~ et1r1 /" 

2. Chief, ECAB Section tli 111f111 ~ 
3. Asst. Regional Counsel 7 ;l('f.7 

4. Chief, ECAB fl7;ti_Qfl 1 lt11, / 

PART III RETURN TO ORC ASSIGNEE FOR TRANSMITAL OF TWO ORIGINAL 
COPIES OF DRAFT TO RESPONDENT. 

PART lV FINAL CAFO APPROVAL, AFTER RESPONDENT HAS SIGNED BOTH 
COPIES OF PROPOSED CAFO 

Initials Date Agree Disagree 
l. ECAB Assignee I I 

2. Chief, ECAB Section I I 

3. Asst. Regional Counsel I I 

4. ORC Section Chief I I 

5. Chief, ECAB I I 

6. Director, WPTD I I 

7. Regional Administrator I I 

PARTY RETURN TO A. PERRY, DRE-SJ, FOR MAILING 

D HA VE YOU COMPLETED THE CASE CONCLUSION DATA SHEET? DO NOT 
FORWARD lF IT IS NOT INCLUDED IN SIGN-OFF PACKAGE. 
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INTERIM FINAL DECISION/RESPONSE TO COMMMENTS 

FOR 

FRANKLIN POWER PRODUCTS/AMPHENOL FACILITY 
FRANKLIN, INDIANA 

IND 044 587 848 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
(U.S. EPA) 
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INTERIM FINAL DECISION/RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Facility 

Franklin, Indiana 
IND 044 587 848 

INTRODUCTION 

The State~ ent of Basis developed by the United States 
Environm~b tal Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) for the Franklin Power 
Product/khphenol (FPP/A) Facility was presented for public 
comment d~ring the period of April 15 to May 30, 1997. The 
facility ls located at the corner of Hurricane Road and Hamilton 
Avenue in j Franklin, Indiana. The Statement of Basis discussed 
several viable alternative remedies for cleaning up the facility 
and presep ted the remedy proposed by U.S. EPA. This Final 
Decision/~esponse to Comments document presents the comments 
provided pY t~e public, U.S. EPA's responses to the comments, and 
also pres~nts the remedy selected by U.S. EPA. The remedy 
selected f y U.S. EPA is similar to the remedy proposed in the 
Statement of Basis, but has been modified as a result of 
additiona~ information provided in ~Report of an Evaluation of 
the On-si1e Recovery System", June 1997 submitted by the FPP/A 
Facility, FPP/A's comment, and Indiana-American Water Company's 
comment, r hich were provided in the public comment process. 

SELECTED ~EMEDY 

The selec ed remedy by U.S. EPA includes the institutional 
controls (facility deed restriction, restriction of water well 
drilling permits, and advisory of confined space entry to sewer 
manholes) to prevent contact with contaminants; operation of an 
existing on-site groundwater recovery system that is to be 
upgraded; implementation of an air sparge/soil vapor extraction 
(SVE) system that focuses on the focal point of contamination; 
and a mo itoring system to evaluate the results. 

The June 1997 report submitted by the Facility concluded that the 
recovery system requires expansion. The report proposed that the 
pneumatic pumps in the recovery wells be replaced with 
submersid le electric pumps, and that an additional recovery well 
be insta led at a location west of the existing recovery wells. 
The proposed upgrade of the groundwater recovery system is 
incorpord ted into the selected remedy. The approximate location 

I 

of the a , ditional recovery well (RW-4) is shown in figure 4-1. 

The electi ric pumps will increase the drawdown of groundwater 
levels a ti the facility and minimize the infiltration of 
contamind ted groundwater into the storm sewer at the facility, 
thereby J inimizing the discharge of contaminated water to 
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the focal point of contamination has the potential to achieve a 
high degree of remediation. The overall remedy, which includes 
institutional controls to prevent contaminant contact, 
containment of contaminated groundwater, remediation of the major 
source of contamination, and monitoring to assess the results, 
provides protection to human health and the environment. As 
noted in the response to comments section, public water supply 
systems must meet drinking water standards. 

COMMENTS/RESPONSES 

Comment - Citizen inquired as to degree and nature of 
contamination near the southeast corner of facility and the 
associated health risks. 

Response - Off-site groundwater contaminant concentrations at 
this location exceed State drinking water standards. However, 
Franklin residents are served by a commercial water supply system 
and consumption of the water is not expected. Since the 
contamination in this area is not of a highly toxic nature and 
occurs at depths of ten feet or more, no appreciable risk is 
incurred. 

Comment - Citizen inquired as to how long the occurrence of the 
contamination at the facility had been known. 

Response - This matter drew public attention in about 1984 when 
preliminary investigative activities and soil removal were 
performed at the facility. 

Comment - Citizen inquired as to location and availability of 
public records so that the progress of the cleanup at the site 
can be followed. 

Response - A Repository for the FPP/A Facility that contains the 
principal documents developed under the corrective action 
activities has been established in the Adult Reference 
Department, Johnson County Public Library, 401 State Street, 
Franklin, Indiana 46131. U.S. EPA will add critical documents to 
the repository as developed in the future. Interested parties 
should inquire at the front desk of the library for access to the 
repository. 

Comment - Local reporter called and 
Basis contained considerable jargon 
explanation of the proposed remedy. 
as to why such extensive time period 
the corrective action process. 

stated that the Statement of 
and asked for a general 

The reporter also inquired 
is required to move through 

-
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information, or the results of further investigations, provides 
sufficient evidence that contamination at the well field is 
linked to the facility, U.S. EPA will take appropriate action 
under the authority of RCRA or the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, or other authority as 
appropriate. 

The Indiana-American well field is located east and north of the 
facility. Existing data indicates that the groundwater 
contaminant plume at the facility is migrating in a southeast 
direction towards Hurricane Creek in response to normal 
hydrologic conditions. Data also indi ates that the contaminant 
plume is confined to a thin surficial water bearing zone 10-20 
feet in depth that is underlain by geologic strata which limits 
downward movement of water. However, this data does not preclude 
the possibility that pumping at the Indiana-American well field 
is affecting natural conditions and that contaminants at the 
facility may be drawn in to the water supply wells that are about 
100 foot in depth. The matter of contamination of water supply 
wells is a critical matter and further investigation of this 
matter is part of the remedy. Whether U.S. EPA will require 
monitoring keyed to facility-well field interaction is contingent 
upon the results of this investigation. As noted in the comment 
above, the Well Head Protection Program is administered by the 
State and monitoring may be required under that program. 

It should be noted that the selected remedy will reduce 
contaminant concentrations in groundwater and thereby reduce the 
impact to any wells that may be drawing in contaminated water 
from the facility. Therefore, U.S. EPA intends to proceed with 
the corrective action process and implementation of the selected 
remedy. If it is determined that the facility is impacting the 
well field, any action taken is expected to be consistent with 
implementation of the remedy. 

Comment - The FPP/A Facility provided comment on the Statement of 
Basis. The comment stated that the north-south aligned 
sparge/SVE system, which focuses on the highly contaminated area 
at the sanitary sewer line, had a high potential to achieve 
significant remediation, but the east-west aligned sparge/SVE 
system at the southern property boundary (included in U.S. EPA's 
proposed remedy) may not provide significant remediation. The 
comment suggested that implementation of the east-west system 
should be contingent on the results of pre-design data and take 
into consideration any upgrades to the existing recovery system, 
and that the final design of a sparge/SVE system should be based 
on an expanded, more current data base. 

Response - This comment, as well as the information provided in 
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Karen Emery 
Adult Services Librarian tJ.f"&i(.,ut ( 
Johnson County Library 
401 State Street 
Franklin, Indiana 46131 

Dear Ms. Emery: 

• 

DRE-SJ 

Le-~,- enc..( o :::,'(;>e,) 

pet.vf::.Cld "e-- ~r;,nf fd 

Please add the following documents to the Franklin Power 
Products/Amphenol Facility Document Repository maintained in your 
reference section. 

(1) Interim Final Decision/Response to Comments-Franklin Power 
Products/Amphenol Facility. 

(2) Administrative Record-Franklin Power Products/Amphenol 
Facility. 

(3) Draft Report of an evaluation of the On-Site Recovery 
System, Former Amphenol Facility, Franklin, Indiana (Dated 
June, 1997) . 

(4) Protecting Ground Water at the Indiana American Water 
Company's Webb Well Field near Franklin, Indiana (Dated 
June 30, 1997). 

(5) RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Work Plan and Quality 
Assurance Plan-Amphenol Corporation Franklin, Indiana 
(October, 1998). 

(6) Technical Memorandum WW Engineering and Science Preliminary 
Results of Plume Delineation in the Upper Aquifer (June 23, 
1992). 

(7) Installation of Additional Monitoring Wells and Sampling-RFI 
(October 12, 1992) . 

(8) Technical Memorandum WW Engineering and Science Results of 
November 1992 Geoprobe Groundwater Sampling Results 
(November 23, 1992). 

Please fill out the enclosed form and return to me in the self 
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addressed envelope. Thank you for your assistance. 

In the near future U.S. EPA will be placing a newspaper ad 
notifying the public that the Final Decision Document was added 
to the repository. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please call me at (312) 
886-4568, or toll free at 1-800-621-8431. 

Sincerely, 

William Buller, Project Manager 
Enforcement, Compliance and Assurance Branch 
Waste, Pesticides, and Toxics Division 
MI/WI Section 

cc: Michael Sickels, IDEM 

ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE BRANCH 

SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY 

AUTHOR/ MINN/OHIO MICHIGAN/ ILLINOIS/ ECAB 
TYPIST SECTION WISCONSIN INDIANA BRANCH 

CHIEF SECTION SECTION CHIEF 
CHIEF CHIEF 

/!'fr 
l-7-Ci{'-&(7 

SECRETARY 

WPTD 
DIVISION 
DIRECTOR 
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Amphenol 
.phenol Corporation 

World Headquarters 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wall ingford, CT 06492 
Telephone (203) 265-8900 

• 

May 28, 1997 

Mr. David Novak 
Community Relations Coordinator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 P-19J 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Mr. William Buller 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 
Waste, Pesticides and Tmcics Division, MI/WI Section 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 DRE-SJ 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3 590 

Re: Corrective Action - Statement of Basis 
Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol Corporation 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Novak and Mr. Buller: 

The following comments on the subject Statement of Basis are submitted on behalf of Franklin 
Power Products and Amphenol Corporation as Respondents to the November 27, 1990 
Administrative Order on Consent. 

In its Corrective Measures Study (CMS), Respondents proposed the implementation of 
Alternative 5 (institutional controls, monitoring, ground water extraction and focused air sparging 
and soil vapor extraction). Although the CMS concluded that the arrangement of the On-Site 
Recovery System (ORS) recovery wells would be generally effective in minimizing the migration 
of impacted ground water off site, air sparge/SVE technology was included to address the severe 
impact present in the vicinity of the sanitary sewer break on-site which could likely be a 
continuing source for contaminant migration. The CMS further stated that the scope of a 
sparge/SVE system could be expanded if additional monitoring data indicated that impacted 
ground water is migrating off-site. 

In its justification for proposing Alternative 3, USEP A states that incorporation of the expanded 
sparge/SVE system is in keeping with USEP A policy that soils that act as a contaminant feed 
source to ground water be treated so as to minimize this effect. While Respondents acknowledge 
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Mr. David Novak 
Mr. William Buller 
May 28, 1997 
Page2 

that soils in the vicinity of the old sewer line may be acting as a source and that a sparge/SVE 
system at that location could be effective, the data in the area ofMW-27, MW-28 and MW-29 are 
much more equivocal. In fact, the only soils data available for evaluation are from MW-27 and 
those data, as well as ground water data available for these three monitoring points are more than 
four years old. 

Several factors suggest that the focused approach proposed in Alternative 5 is preferable to the 
expanded system recommended by USEP A. Preliminary findings from two rounds of tape-down 
measurements conducted for the ORS Evaluation indicate that there is ground water depression in 
the vicinity of the east-west portion of the storm drain near MW-28, and that ground water is 
flowing toward the northwestern recovery well (RW-3). One of the recommendations of this 
evaluation will be to increase the pumping capacity in existing recovery wells to provide 
additional drawdown capabilities. 

CMS investigations, as well as the quarterly analyses of ORS influent, indicate that subsurface 
conditions have changed significantly at the site since the RFI work was conducted. Respondents 
believe that the extent of any sparge/SVE system should be based on current data generated for 
the pre-design study necessary before any system is designed and constructed. The pre-design 
study would focus on the area around MW-27, MW-28 and MW-29, the east-west portion of the 
storm drain in the vicinity of these monitoring wells, and the area of the old sanitary sewer line. 
Should the results of this pre-design study indicate the need for a sparge/SVE system in these 
areas, the size and configuration would be based on the results of that study rather than solely on 
the dated information from the RFI. The recommended system would also include institutional 
controls and monitoring described in each alternative in the CMS, as well as any modifications or 
upgrades to the existing ORS recommended by the ORS Evaluation Report. 

Respondents are available to discuss the above suggestions should EPA desire. Please contact me 
if you have any questions or need further clarification. 

Director, Environmental Affairs 

cc: J. M. Jarvis, Franklin Power Products 
Michael Sickles, IDEM 
J. H. Keith, Earth Tech 

• 97-28.doc 



Indiana -American Water Company, Inc. 
401 Camby Court • P.O. Box 570 • Greenwood, Indiana 46142-0570 • (3 17) 885-2400 • (3 17) 885-2406 FAX 

May 22, 1997 

Mr. William Buller 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
U.S. EPA (DRE-8J) 
77 W. Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Re: Contaminated Ground Water and Soil 
Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol Facility 
Franklin, Indiana 

Dear Mr. Buller: 

DIVISION FRONT OFFICE 
Waste, Pesticides & Toxics Division 

U.S. EPA - REGION 5 

p 3, / 

Indiana - American Water Company, Inc. provides drinking water service to nearly 
500,000 people in the state including 45,000 people in Johnson County. We are a 
wholly owned subsidiary of the American Water Works Company, Inc. serving in 21 
states. We purchased the Franklin operation in September 1993. 

One of our critical sources of supply is located near the Franklin Power Products facility 
(formerly known as the Bendix site). We have reason to believe that the contamination 
found there may be impacting our operations. We are currently completing a detailed 
review of the situation and request a 45 day extension to finalize our work. 

We recognize the need to resolve these matters in a timely fashion and will be 
prepared in the near future to present our findings. 

Sincerely yours, 

INDIANA-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY, INC. 

~" Eric W. Thornburg 
Vice President-Operations 

8 EWT/me 

An American Water System Company "Dedicated to Quality Service" 
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John Grimmer <jgrimmer@indiana.edu> I: 

J~Ct: 

WILLIAM BULLER <BULLER.WILLIAM@epamail.epa.gov> 
5/12/97 4:26pm 
Re: Franklin Power Products/Amphenol 

** Reply to note from WILLIAM BULLER <BULLER.WILLIAM@EPAMAIL.EPA.GOV> Mon, 12 May 1997 
10:40:15 -0500 

> This well field is 
> located upgradient of the Amphenol facility, so groundwater migration 
> from Amphenol is in the opposite direction. It is concievable though that 
> the municipal well field may be drawing in some contamination from the 
> Amphenol site by their pumping operations. 

Given the shallow gradient and permiable soil structure it is not unlikely 
they are moving the hydrocarbons 

> To verify this assumption, 
> could be difficult and would more than likely require extensive test well 
> installation. 

There is an existing well directly in line and half way between the 
contaminated site and the well field. The Water Co. will be obligated to 
eventually install wellfield monitoring holes under the Wellhead Protection 
Program. Taking advantage of existing and future test wells and coordinating 
the data from those samples could provide information for better decisions for 
all concerned. 

J~hn Grimmer ManoFarm 317 736 0400 jgrimmer@indiana . edu 

' 
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act: 

WILLIAM BULLER 
RPTmainhub.internet:jgrirnmer@indiana.edu 
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol 

Thanks for your response. 

Question concerning the municipal water well field - This well field is located upgradient of 
the Amphenol facility, so groundwater migration from Amphenol is in the opposite direction. 
It is concievable though that the municipal well field may be drawing in some contamination 
from the Amphenol site by their pumping operations. To verify this assumption, could be 
difficult and would more than likely require extensive test well installation. I assume 
that the Indiana-American Water Co. finds that the best approach is to dilute water 
before delivering. To the best of my knowledge, as long as the water delivered to 
consumers meets drinking water standards this is satisfactory. 

Amphenol is currently pumping water from recovery wells on the property and treating the 
water before discharging to the city sewer system as permitted by the city. Monitoring 
indicates the contaminant concentrations are decreasing. The additional cleanup action 
proposed by EPA will provide additional control of the contamination. 

A document repository for the Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Facility has been established 
at the Johnson Count Library, 301 State Street, Franklin, Indiana. This repository 
provides the environmental information developed to date. This information is also 
available at the EPA records Center, 7th Floor, 77 W. Jackson, Chicago, Illinois. The 
name and location of the facility is all that is needed really but here EPA's ID number for 
this facility IND 044 587 848. 

I hope this answers you questions, if you have additional questions please call our toll 
free number at 1- 800 621-8431 and ask for me, or call me directly at (312) 886-4568. 

' 
111111 
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l~ct: 
5-11-97 

John Grimmer ~ jgrimmer@indiana.edu~ · 
R5WST.R5RCRA(BULLER-WILLIAM) 
5/11/97 11:16am 
P-19J, Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol 

Dear Mr. Buller, 

The Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol facility is within .6 mile of 
a municipal water well field operated by Indiana-American Water Co. 
that supplies the city of Franklin. Cis-1,2-dichloroethylene has 
been identified at the wellheads closest to the FPP/A facility. 
Indiana-American dilutes this contaminated water and does not report 
the presence of contamination in its publications of water quality 
distributed to the public. This well field is not yet monitored the 
Indiana Wellhead Protection Program. 

Please include monitoring and reporting movement of the contaminant 
plume towards this public well field. 

How can one follow the progress of the cleanup of this site, where 
are the public records on file, and what is the reference number or 
name for this file? 

Thank you. 

John Grimmer ManoFarm 317 736 0400 jgrimmer@indiana.edu 

L 
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UNITED ... ,ATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION . . .iENCY 
REGION 5 

APR O 2 1997 

CERTIFIED MAIL 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr David C. Hudak 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bloomington Field Office 
620 South Water Street . 
Bloomington, Indiana 47403-2121 

Re: Corrective Action-Statement of Basis 
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Hudak: 

REPLY TO THE ATIENTION OF: 

DRE-BJ 

Please fine enclosed a copy of the Statement of Basis for the 
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Facility. This document 
summarizes the information provided in the RCRA Facility 
Investigation (RFI) and Corrective Measures Study (CMS) Report, 
and also specifies the corrective action remedy proposed for the 
facility by the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(U.S. EPA) . 

The RF! /CMS and the Statement of Basis are available for public 
review at the Johnson County Library at Franklin, Indiana. If 
you wish to provide comments on the Statement of Basis and 
proposed remedy you may sent written comments to me; Enforcement 
Compliance Assurance Branch, DRE-BJ, U.S. EPA, 77 West Jackson 
Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590. 

If you have any questions please call me at (312) 886-4568. 

William Buller, Project Coordinator 
Enforcement Compliance Assurance Branch 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
MI/WI Section 

cc: Michael Sickels, IDEM 

RECEIVED 
r6". 7 190• 

bEPARTNENT OP' 
~fMRONMENTAL MANAG!MttH 

Jl]D 8: HAZARDOUS WAST! MANMS[!~ t' 

Recycled/Recyclable• Printed with Vegetable OU Based Inks on 100% Recyded Paper (40% Postconsumer) 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
APR O 2 ISJ7 CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Michael E. Sickels, Chief 
Corrective Action Section 

REPLY TO THE A TIE NT ION OF: w 

Hazardous Waste Management Branch 
Solid and Hazardous Waste Management 
Indiana Department of Environmental Management 
P.O. Box 6015 
100 North Senate Avenue 
Indianapolis, Indiana 

Re: Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Facility 
Corrective Action-Statement of Basis 
IND 004 587 848 

Dear Mr. Sickels: 

N 
l.rl 

--Cl 

DRE-SJ =:.::: 

_; 
.~.-··: ~ 1"', '. 

Please find enclosed two copies of the Statement of Basis for the 
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Facility. This document 
summarizes the information provided in the Facility's RCRA 
Facility Investigation (RFI)/Corrective Measures Study 
(CMS)Reports and also specifies the corrective action remedy 
proposed for the facility by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). Also enclosed are copies of risk 
evaluations for inorganic soil constituents and in-door air which 
were developed for this site by U.S. EPA. 

The RF!, CMS Reports and the Statement of Basis are available for 
public review at the Johnson County Library at Franklin, Indiana. 
The public comment period for the Statement of Basis and proposed 
remedy starts on April 16, 1997, and ends on May 30, 1997. A 
draft Statement of Basis was previously provided to John Gunter 
of your staff. The proposed remedy was discussed by Mr. Gunter 
and me and it is my understanding that our Agencies are in 
general agreement on this matter. If you have any further 
comments on the Statement of Basis I can be contacted at (312) 
886-4568, or you may send written comments to me at the above 
address. 

William Buller, Project Coordinator 
Enforcement Compliance . and Assurance Branch 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
MI/WI Section 

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed wtth Vegetable OU Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (40% Postconsumer) 



UNITED ~fATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION k..iENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
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CERTIFIED MAIL REPLYTOTHEATTENTIONOF: 
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RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED DRE-8J 

Mr. Samuels. Waldo 
Director of Environmental Affairs 
Amphenol Corporation 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford, Connecticut 06492 

Mr. J. Michael Jarvis 
Franklin Power Products 
400 Forsythe Street 
Franklin, Indiana 46131 

RE: Corrective Action-Statement of Basis 
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr Waldo and Mr.Jarvis: 

Please find enclosed a copy of the Statement of Basis for the 
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Facility. This document 
summarizes the information provided in the RCRA Facility 
Investigation and Corrective Measures Study Reports, and also 
specifies the corrective action remedy proposed for the facility 
by the United States Environmental Protection Agency. 

The RFI/CMS Reports and the Statement of Basis are available for 
public review at the Johnson County Library at Franklin, Indiana. 
The public comment period for the Statement of Basis and proposed 
remedy starts on April 16, 1997, and ends on May 30/ 1997. You 
may provide your comments on this matter by sending such comments 
to me at the above address. 

Sincerely, 

/y/~V:;~ 
William Buller, Project Coordinator 
Enforcement and compliance Assurance Branch 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
MI/WI Section 

cc: Michael E. Sickels, IDEM 

Recycled/Recyclable• Printed with Vegetable OU Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (40% Postconsumer) 
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STATEMENT OF BASIS 

FOR 

FRANKLIN POWER PRODUCTS/AMPHENOL FACILITY 
FRANKLIN, INDIANA 

IND 044 587 848 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
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FRANKLIN POWER PRODUCTS/AMPHENOL FACILITY 
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INTRODUCTION 

STATEMENT OF BASIS 

Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Facility 
Franklin, Indiana 

IND 044 587 848 

This Statement of Basis for the Franklin Power Products/Amphenol 
(FPP/Amphenol) facility discusses several viable remedies for 
site remediation and explains the remedy proposed by the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA) to clean up the 
site. U.S. EPA will select a final remedy for the facility only 
after the public comment period has ended and the information 
submitted by the public has been reviewed and considered. 

This Statement of Basis is being issued by U.S. EPA as part of 
its public participation responsibilities under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). This Statement of Basis 
summarizes information that can be found in greater detail in the 
final RCRA Facility Investigation (RF!) and Corrective Measures 
Study (CMS) reports and other pertinent documents contained in 
the Administrative Record for this facility. U.S. EPA and the 
State of Indiana encourage the public to review these documents 
in order to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the 
facility and the activities that have been conducted under the 
authority of RCRA. 

U.S. EPA may modify the proposed remedy or select another remedy 
based on public comments or new information obtained. Therefore 
the public is encouraged to review and comment on the 
alternatives proposed. If a public meeting is requested, U.S. 
EPA will publish a newspaper notice of the meeting prior to the 
meeting date. 

PROPOSED REMEDY 

U.S. EPA proposes the removal of contaminated groundwater by an 
on-site groundwater recovery system, treatment of the recovered 
water and discharge to the City of Franklin sanitary sewer/water 
treatment system, and additional remediation of soil and 
groundwater by an on-site air sparging/soil vapor extraction 
(SVE) system. The proposed remedy includes enactment of 
institutional controls to prevent contact with contaminants, and 
enactment of environmental monitoring programs to assess the 
effectiveness of the remedy implementation. 

1 



(4) a 1000 gallon in-ground concrete overflow vault for cyanide 
storage. 

Previous Investigations and Remedial Activities 

Investigations and remedial activities were performed at the 
facility in 1984 and 1985. The investigative activities included 
borehole drilling and monitoring well installation, and 
sampling/analysis of soil and ground water. This investigation 
revealed that a faulty drainage system at the plating room 
located at the southwest corner of the plant building had caused 
contaminant releases at the plating room. The investigation also 
revealed that significant contaminant releases had occurred at 
the facility sanitary sewer line leading to the main sewer line 
at Hamilton Avenue. Inspection by video camera of the sewer 
revealed numerous separated joints and crushed tile about 175 
feet north of Hamilton Avenue. Further inspection also revea l ed 
that the sanitary sewer manhole at the corner of Hamilton Avenue 
and Forsythe Street was severely damaged. 

Remedial activities in 1985 included removal of the plating room 
floor and underlying soil containing cyanide and solvent 
constituents. Soil exceeding 10 parts per million (ppm) of 
cyanide was removed and disposed in a RCRA permitted landfill . 
The damaged sanitary sewer on the property was also replaced with 
a new sewer line. The new line was offset 35 feet to the east of 
the old sewer line which was left in place. Additional remedial 
activities included drainage and decontamination of the plant 
waste water treatment system and plating room tanks. The 
underground cyanide overflow tank was drained and decontaminated 
and the pipes capped at the discharge ends. Twelve monitoring 
wells believed to be improperly constructed were removed and the 
boreholes grouted. The damaged sewer manhole at Forsythe and 
Hamilton was also repaired. 

A six foot diameter storm sewer that transects the facility is a 
significant drainage feature at the site. The storm sewer 
captures drainage north of the facility becoming an underground 
cul vert at the northwest corner of _the facility and extending 
along the entire western property boundary, turning 90 degrees 
eastward at the southwest corner of the property and extending 
across the southern part of the facility, and ultimately 
discharging to Hurricane Creek through a 200 foot open channel. 

RCRA FACILITY INVESTIGATION (RF!) 

The RF!, the investigative activities performed under the 
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seasonably fluctuating water table. At depths above the water 
table, (less than 12 feet) voe soil contamination is mostly 
restricted to on site areas with concentrations as high as 1080 
micr.ograms per kilogram (ug/kg). A ug/kg is equivalent to one 
part per billion. However, due to the movement of contaminated 
groundwater and soil-water interaction, at depths below the water 
table (over 12 feet), soil contamination is more widely dispersed 
and extends off-site. The highest total voe concentration of 
127,800 ug/kg was found near the old sanitary sewer line. PCE is 
the principal voe constituent in soils at the facility. The 
distribution of total voes in soils at the site is shown in 
Sheets SA and SB of the RF! report titled "Report of RCRA 
Facility Investigation Activities at the Former Amphenol Site, 
Franklin, Indiana, Volume 1". The voe distribution is depicted 
by concentration contour lines which represent equal lines of voe 
concentration in the soil as inferred from the available data. 

Due to the physical and chemical characteristics of the voes 
found at the site (low miscibility with water and a specific 
gravity greater than water), there is a potential for these 
chemicals to exist as separate phase liquids in the subsurface. 
Such liquids are referred to as dense non-aqueous phase liquids. 
Each monitoring well was tested for non-aqueous phase liquids by 
a special sensing probe; the testing did not identify any such 
liquids in the subsurface. However, the high soil and 
groundwater voe concentrations near the sanitary sewer suggest 
that the such separate liquids, though probably occurring only in 
small discrete amounts or droplets rather than distinct pools, 
may exist to some extent in the subsurface. 

At Forsythe Street, where contaminants were apparently released 
by the sanitary sewer line under the street, voe concentrations 
in soils are much lower than levels at the facility property. 
PCE with a concentration of 37 ug/kg was the highest voe 
detected. 

The highest cyanide concentration in soils sampled during the RF! 
investigation was 21.6 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). As noted 
in the Risk Summary section of this document, this concentration 
level does not exceed base line protection standards established 
by U.S. EPA. At Forsythe Street the highest cyanide 
concentration in soils was 1.5 mg/kg. Data indicates that metal 
concentrations at release areas are similar to background 
concentrations, and do not exhibit a statistically significant 
difference when compared to background concentrations. 

Groundwater Contamination 

Samples of groundwater were collected from monitoring wells and 
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also found in up gradient wells (background levels). Also, 
comparison of filtered to unfiltered sample results suggest that 
the higher concentration levels may be attributed to suspended 
solids (native soil material) in the sample. 

Since there is a potential for the contaminated storm sewer to 
infiltrate the aquifer near the disharge point at Hurricane 
Creek, groundwater samples were collected near the sewer out fall 
and at a downstream sampling point, and a soil sample was 
collected at a further downstream location. No voes were 
detected in these samples indicating there has been minimal 
impact to groundwater by the storm sewer. ("Report of Shallow 
Groundwater Sampling Along Hurricane Creek - November, 1996 ) . 

Surface Water and Sediment 

To evaluate the impact of the storm sewer discharge on surface 
water and sediment in Hurricane Creek, water and sediment samples 
were collected at strategic points and analyzed for voes, metals, 
and cyanide. Analytical results of the sediment samples show 
that metal concentrations downstream of the discharge point and 
at the outfall of the sewer are consistent with concentrations at 
upstream and infall locations. The voe data and overall impact 
to Hurricane Creek is discussed in the Ecologic Risk Assessment 
segment of this Statement of Basis. 

Sampling was not conducted along the storm sewer line portion 
downstream of facility property extending to the outfall. 
Cont amination at this part of the sewer line is not expected 
since groundwater normally seeps into the sewer line rather t h an 
sewer water infiltrating to the groundwater. 

RISK SUMMARY 

To quantify the risk to human health and the environment imposed 
by the contaminants at the site, risk assessments were performed 
for chemicals of concern in soil and groundwater media. Risk 
resulting from carcinogenic compounds (cancer causing) is 
expressed as a probability; a risk quantified as lE-06 is defined 
as a risk level at which one additional person in one million 
woul d develop cancer due to exposure to the compound or group of 
compounds. Non-carcinogenic risks are expressed as a hazard 
quotient or hazard indice, with the sum of the hazard quotients 
representing the total hazard. U.S. EPA generally recognizes a 
carcinogenic risk of less than lE-06 as acceptable and not 
requiring corrective action, whereas carcinogenic risks between 
lE-04 (1 in 10,000) and lE-06 are closely scrutinized in the 
decision process. A total hazard below 1.0 is recognized as an 
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(central tendency values), the site risk for adults was 8E-07 (8 
out of 10 million) and total hazard was 0.04; whereas the adult 
background total risk was lE-06 and total hazard was 0.04. For a 
child, the site-related total risk was 4E-06 and total hazard was 
0.2; as compared to a background total risk of 6E-06 and total 
hazard of 0.2. 

The excess risk, which is defined as a risk greater than lE-06, 
is attributed to arsenic and beryllium concentrations in the 
soil. However, the comparative risk results show there is little 
difference in site related risk and background risk, in fact the 
central tendency risks for background were slightly higher than 
the central tendency site-related risks. It is also noted that 
the risk calculations were based on a residential land use 
scenario even though it is likely the facility will remain under 
industrial use over the long term. Human exposure to 
contaminants at industrial sites is considerably less than at 
residential sites. Also, a statistical analysis demonstrated 
that there were no significant statistical differences between 
site-related and background concentrations of metals in soils . 

Cyanide concentrations· in soils were well below SSLs based on the 
ingestion exposure route and were not detected in groundwater . 

Soils - Organic constituents 

PCE, TCE, and TCA concentrations exceeded SSLs at the more highly 
impacted areas. PCE, with a high end concentration of 120,000 
ug/kg exceeded the SSLs for ingestion, inhalation, and migrat i on 
to groundwater of 12,000 ug/kg, 11,000 ug/kg, and 3 ug/kg 
respectively. Since the voes occur at considerable depth, t he 
exceedance of conservative SSLs does not suggest that inges t ion 
or inhalation of voes at the site pose an immediate health risk. 

At Forsythe Street voe levels in soils are much lower, the onl y 
compound exceeding SSLs was TCE (37 ug/kg, SSL fo~ groundwat er= 
3 ug/kg). 

Groundwater 

voe concentrations in groundwater at the site, both on-site and 
off-site, exceed Drinking Water Standards. Drinking water 
standards generally serve as a benchmark in decision making for 
groundwater remediation. Wide spread contamination and 
exceedance of standards in most cases requires cleanup for 
restoration of the groundwater. 

In-door air risk 
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levels at which no adverse affect to a population is observed. 
This comparison revealed only one incident when these levels were 
exceeded. In May 1986 the PCE concentration of 1500 ug/1 at the 
sewer outfall exceeded the LOEL level of 840 ug/1. Data indicates 
that contaminant concentrations in the storm drain are decreasing 
over time. 

The risk to humans through contact with voes, primarily children 
wading the creek, was calculated to be_ lE-07. 

SCOPE OF CORRECTIVE ACTION 

Interim Corrective Measures 

Several corrective measures have been implemented to provide 
immediate protection of Human Health and the Environment at the 
site. In response to an October 28, 1992, inquiry by the Johnson 
County Health Department, two private wells located in the 
potentially impacted area were identified, but these wells were 
not used as a drinking water source. Residents in the 
potentially impacted area are supplied by a commercial water 
supply system which draws water from wells located upgradient of 
the facility. 

A groundwater recovery system consisting of three on site 
recovery wells and a groundwater treatment system became 
operational in February 1995. The treatment system removes voes 
through an air stripping process and the treated water is 
discharged to the Franklin sewer system as permitted by the city. 
The voes stripped from the groundwater are discharged to the 
atmosphere at a rate below that requiring a permit by the State 
of Indiana. 

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

The Corrective Measures Report developed by FPP/Amphenol 
partitioned the site into three operable areas (Operable Areas 
1,2, and 3) for evaluation of alternative remedies. The three 
operable areas are delineated in Figure 5-1 (see Attachment A). 
Operable Area 1 is the impacted area lying within the facility 
property boundary; Operable Area 2 is the area adjacent to the 
storm drain; and Operable Area 3 is the contaminated area at 
Forsythe street and Hamilton Avenue. Six principal alternatives 
act ions were discussed in the CMS Report. 

Al t ernative 1 - No Action 
This alternative was provided as a basis for comparison for the 
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Costs 
Capital 
5 years operation 
Total 

$182,000 
505,000 
687,000 

Alternative 4 - Institutional controls; monitoring; groundwater 
extraction; and soil excavation with aeration and backfilling. 
Thi s Alternative includes operation of the recovery system and 
excavation of severely impacted soils near the old sanitary 
sewer. An area extending about 25 by 50 feet is proposed for 
excavation. The contaminated soils would be placed on-site in 
windrows and aerated by tilling. Following sufficient reduct i on 
of contaminants, the excavated area would be backfilled with t he 
treated soil. Excavation likely would extend below the water 
table requiring dewatering and treatment of the pumped 
groundwater. 

Costs 
Capital 
5 years operation 
Total 

$125,000 
300,000 
425,000 

Alternative 4A - Alternate 4 is modified by off-site disposal of 
contaminated soil instead of on-site treatment. 

Costs 
Capital 
5 years operation 

$1,347,000 
300,000 

1,647,000 

Alternative 5 - Institutional controls; monitoring; groundwater 
extraction; and focused sparging/SVE. 
This Al ternative incorporates groundwater recovery and a focused 
sparging/SVE system. The sparge/SVE system would be limited to 
the severely impacted area at the old sanitary sewer and have the 
same configuration as depicted in Figure 5-4. Treatment of off­
gas from the SVE system would likely not be required because of 
the reduced amount of voe gas generated. 

Costs 
Capital 
5 years operation 
Total 

$119,000 
475,000 
594,000 

Alternate 6 - Institutional controls; monitoring; groundwater 
water recovery with additional water treatment by carbon 
adsorption; and reinjection of treated water. 
This Alternative incorporates groundwater recovery with 
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implementing the remedial action; and 

time required to meet the remedial response objectives. 

2. Long-Term Reliability and Effectiveness - This evaluation 
criterion addresses the results of a remedial alternative in 
terms of the risks remaining to human health and the environment 
at the site after remediation goals have been met. The following 
factors characterize the potential risks remaining at the site 
following completion of the implementation: 

the magnitude of potential risk remaining due to 
treated waste of treatment residuals following the 
completion of the remedial alternative; and 
the adequacy and reliability of controls that are used 
to manage untreated wastes or treatment residuals 
remaining at the site. 

3. Implementability - this criterion refers to the ease of 
implementation and the following factors are taken into 
cons i deration: 

ability to construct and operate the technology; 
reliability of the technology; 
ease of undertaking additional corrective measures if 
necessary; 
ability to monitor effectiveness of remedy; 
coordination with other agencies; 
availability of off-site treatment, storage and 
disposal services; and 
availability of prospective technologies. 

4. Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity, or Volume of Wastes or 
Contaminants. This evaluation criterion assesses the level to 
which the remedial alternative reduces the potential toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of wastes or contaminants based on the 
following factors: 

treatment process used and materials treated; 
amount of hazardous materials destroyed or treated; 
degree of expected reductions in toxicity, mobility, 
or volume; 
degree to which treatment is irreversible; and 
type and quantity of residuals remaining after 
treatment. 
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As to the time needed to achieve remedial objectives, Alternative 
3, which includes the expanded sparging/SVE system and provides 
the most expansive remediation of the site will obtain overall 
remedial objectives in the least time. 

2. Long term Reliability and Effectiveness 
Alternatives 4, 4A, 5, and 6 will have minimal impact on the 
western portion of the facility, consequently these alternatives 
would leave a higher level of residual contamination at this part 
of the facility. Alternatives 4 and 4A, by removal of 
contaminated soil at the most severely impacted area near the 
sanitary sewer would result in the least residual contamination 
in this area, but would not provide significant contaminant 
reduction at the western portion of the facility. Alternative 3, 
whi ch includes the expanded sparge/SVE system that extends to the 
western edge of the contaminated area, would leave the least 
overall residual contamination and provide the best control of 
contaminant migration and long term effectiveness. 

3. Implementability 
Alternative 1 which prescribes no action, Alternative 2 with 
institution controls and monitoring, and Alternative 2A, which 
adds the operation of the existing recovery system, do not pose 
any implementation difficulties. The sparge/SVE systems of 
Alternatives 3 and 5 can be readily installed. Alternatives 4 
and 4A, which may require special construction features to 
maintain excavation side walls, presents greater implementation 
difficulties. Implementation of the reinjection system will 
require balancing groundwater withdrawal and reinjection to the 
aquifer and has considerable potential for operational problems. 
Though the sparge/SVE systems are expected to require 
considerable preliminary testing and development, Alternative 3 
and 5 are considered to have a higher degree of Implementability 
than Alternatives 4, 4A and 6. 

The reliability, availability, ease of which the corrective 
measure can be expanded, and the ability to monitor the results, 
are generally comparable for the technologies evaluated. Both 
sparge/SVE and recovery/treatment systems are widely applied 
technologies, can be expanded as space permits, and can be 
readily monitored to evaluate the effectiveness of the systems. 
The reinjection alternative may be less reliable in that 
inj ection wells may become clogged and pumping systems may 
breakdown. Providing that excavation walls are maintained, 
Alternative 4 and 4A would be highly reliable in that a major 
portion of contaminated soil would be eliminated. 
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' regulations. Alternative 3 provides the greatest control of 
reducing remaining contamination resulting from past releases. 

9. Comply with Standards for Management of Wastes 
The activities discussed in all alternatives provide for adequate 
management of wastes handled or generated during implementation 
of the corrective measure. A Water Pollution Control Facil i ty 
Construction Permit was granted by the State for installation of 
the groundwater recovery treatment system; the system discharges 
voes to the atmosphere at rates allowed by the State. Permission 
was granted by the City of Franklin to discharge the treated 
water to the municipal sanitary sewer system. Monthly monitoring 
of voes in the treated effluent was initially required which may 
eventually by modified to quarterly monitoring. Data indicates 
that the levels of toxic metals in the treated water discharged 
to the city sewer/water treatment system are below drinking water 
standards. Discharge of voes to the atmosphere by the 
sparge/SVE systems would be controlled as needed to meet State 
standards. Treatment of excavated soil by placing the soils 
containing volatile compounds in windrows may require a State 
permit. Off-site disposal of excavated soil must be performed in 
accordance with RCRA regulations. 

PROPOSED REMEDY 

Alternative 3 which includes institutional controls, monitoring, 
the expanded sparge/SVE system combined with an on-site 
groundwater recovery system, is deemed to best satisfy the n i ne 
cr i teria noted above and is the remedy proposed by U.S. EPA. The 
configuration of the sparging/SVE system and the existing 
groundwater recovery system is shown in Figure 5-4 (see 
Attachment A). The incorporation of the expanded sparge/SVE 
system is in keeping with Agency policy. Agency policy is that 
groundwater be restored to the extent practicable, and that soils 
that act as contaminant feed source to groundwater be treated so 
as to minimi ze this effect. 

Operation of the groundwater recovery system will lower the water 
table at the storm sewer and when operated to maximum .capacity 
will essentially eliminate discharge of contaminated water to 
Hurricane Creek. The groundwater recovery system will capture 
the major part of the contaminant plume of groundwater containin g 
voes and any toxic metals exceeding limits, and act as a barrier 
to downgradient migration. Though site conditions may not be 
ideal for a sparge/SVE system, this technology is perceived as 
the way to augment the· groundwater recovery system. 
The expanded version of the sparge/SVE system will provide 
expansive remediation of soil and ground water at the site. 
Non-aqueous phase liquids, if extensive in subsurface, may 
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.. 
corrective measures proposed for Operable Area 3. Proposed 
remedial activities for this area are limited to institutional 
controls and monitoring due to the serious restrictions that 
would be encountered in implementing an effective remedy at this 
location. The long and relatively narrow band of contaminat ion 
in the thin water bearing zone likely could best be remediated by 
a lateral drainage system (horizontal collector wells) placed 
parallel to the roadway; or by a vacuum driven well point system 
of numerous closely spaced small diameter wells similar to that 
used in dewatering operations. Operation of these systems would 
likely achieve relatively rapid and uniform reduction of 
groundwater contaminants at this location. However, construction 
of lateral drainage systems, recovery wells and sparge/SVE 
systems would be highly invasive to the neighborhood. Further, 
operation of all of these technologies require pipeline 
construction which creates a high potential for damage to the 
utility supply lines leading to residential homes. Therefore, 
monitoring of groundwater coupled with institutional controls is 
deemed the most appropriate remedy for ·the Forsythe Street area. 

The monitoring program for Operable Area 3 Forsythe Street 
includes the installation of an additional well screened in the 
deep aquifer (Unit D) at Forsythe Street. If monitoring data 
indicates significant contaminant concentration increase or 
migration, corrective measures to remove or contain the 
contamination will be given further consideration. Since the 
contaminant source input has been essentially eliminated at this 
area, contaminant concentrations are expected to decline over 
time. 

FUTURE CORRECTIVE ACTION 

Pursuant to the Administrative Order on Consent under which the 
RF! and CMS were performed, a new Administrative Order on Consent 
wi ll be developed following the final selection of the remedy by 
U. S. EPA. Under this new Order, corrective measure design 
details, monitoring program specifics, and cleanup standards wi l l 
be established. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

U.S. EPA solicits input from the community on the cleanup methods 
proposed for each of the corrective measure alternatives 
discussed and also invites the public to comment on alternatives 
not addressed in this Statement of Basis. The public comment 
period will be extended for fourty five days, and if requested 
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Table 4 Summary of Risk and Hazard Calculations for the Former Amphenol Site 

··=Be.th'::rw. 
Risk Hazard Risk Hazard 

9E-06 9E-02 1E-05 7E-02 
2E-06 4E-02 2E-06 SE-021 
SE-071 1E-02 

Hazard Risk 
3E-01 1E-05 
1E-01 2E-06 

Risk 
In estion 2E-05 
Dermal 6E-07 

. Inhalation 9E-07 

:Total 3E-OS I 

iRE:$.~Adtil.tt .. · : ·-::_··:···· .·····: ····:rnrn~~: :SB,t!#S.PECI ... AIEtuiCSf Pf 
: Matrix 'Route Risk Hazard Risk Hazard 
.SOIL : In estion 6E-07 2E-02 9E-07 2E-02! 

,Dermal 1E-07 1E-02 2E-07 2E-02 ! 
i Inhalation 6E-081 4E-03 1E-07 SE-031 

· Matrix ,Route Risk I Hazard 
SOIL ! In estion SE-06 1E-01 I 

·Dermal 2E-071 3E-02 1 
1 Inhalation 
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U.S. EPA will hold a public meeting in Franklin, Indiana to 
discuss the alternatives. 

The Administrative Record for the FPP/Amphenol facility is 
available at the following locations: 

Johnson County Library 
401 State Street 
Franklin, Indiana 46131 

U.S. EPA, Region 5 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division Record Center 
77 West Jackson Boulevard, 7th Floor 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
(312) 353-5821 
Hours: Mon-Fri, 8 a.m. - 4p.m. 

After consideration of the comments received, U.S. EPA will 
summarize the comments and its responses to the comments, select 
and document the remedial selection in a Response to Comments 
(RTC). The RTC will be incorporated into the Administrative 
Record. To send written comments or obtain further information, 
contact: 

David Novak 
Community Relations Coordinator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
77 West Jackson Boulevard, P-19J 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
(312) 886-8963 
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FE 8 2 5 1997 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Samuel S. Waldo 
Director of Environmental Affairs 
Amphenol Corporation 

· 359 Hall Avenue 
P.O . Box 5030 
Wallingford, Connecticut 

Re: Administrative Order on Consent 
(Dated November 27, 1990) 

Franklin Power Products/Amphenol 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Waldo: 

< - ' 

DRE-SJ 

The Uni ted States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA} is 
in receipt of your letter of January 28, 1997, which rejects many 
of the conditions of U.S. EPA's letter of January 15, 1997. 

Your January 28, 1997, letter raises several issues pertaining to 
the On-site Recovery System Evaluation Workplan and questions 
U.S. EPA's authority for calling for the development of such 
evaluation workplan at this time. U.S. EPA has repeatedly 
requested that Amphenol provide an assessment of the groundwater 
recovery system's effectiveness. Arophenol's responses to these 
requests have been vague with only minimal data provided. The 
data provided by Amphenol however, indicates that the 
groundwater recovery system is not sufficiently effective in 
reducing the discharge of contaminated groundwater to Hurricane 
Creek. U.S. EPA recognizes that installation of the on-site 
recovery system was not required as an Interim Corrective Measure 
by the above referenced Administrative Order on Consent (AOC} and 
was voluntarily installed by Respondents. However, the recovery 
system is proposed as a component of corrective measures and may 
provide significant environmental protection by minimizing the 
discharge of contaminated water to Hurricane Creek. It is 
therefore necessary that operation of the existing system be 
evaluated and optimized. Calling for implementation of a 
groundwater recovery system evaluation workplan at this time is 
reasonable, appropriate and consistent with the AOC. 

Your January letter also raises the issue of U.S. EPA's approval 
condition for the Recovery System Evaluation Workplan which 
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rather provides additional control and an appropriate safety net 
for a facility where extensive contamination exists. 
Further, the implementation of such deed restriction is a 
separate action which is not contingent upon any other 
institutional control. 

Your letter also stated that Franklin Power Products, the co­
Respondent, is the owner of the subject facility and therefore 
initiation of a deed restriction is not the responsibility of 
Amphenol. However, you have long asserted your responsibility 
for the corrective action process. Unless it is adequately 
demonstrated that a deed restriction of the nature discussed is 
not implementable, such deed restriction shall be promptly 
initiated by Respondents. 

Your January 1997, letter requests that the time to submit a 
report for the Recovery System Evaluation Workplan be extended to 
100 days to provide time to solicit bids and select a contractor. 
U.S. EPA questions the need for an extensive time period to 
solicit bids for installation of shallow wells. Nevertheless, 
the time to submit a report for the Evaluation Workplan is 
extended. The report for the Recovery System Evaluation Workplan 
shall be submitted within 100 days of the date of receipt of this 
letter. ~ 

Most significantly, your January letter advises that due to 
unresolved issues, Amphenol will not proceed with field 
activities until the issues are resolved. We find it unfortunate 
that Amphenol has refused to proceed with reasonable and 
appropriate requests that are consistent with the AOC; it 
demonstrates a recalcitrant attitude by Amphenol. The above 
requirements are highly appropriate for the corrective action 
process and within the purview of the AOC. 

Failure to submit a timely report for the Recovery System 
Evaluation Workplan (including installation of the additional 
piezometer), the monthly progress reports as specified, or 
demonstrate a timely effort to enact a facility deed restriction, 
will be considered to be violations of the AOC. 



Amphenol 
henol Corporation 

World Headquarters 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wall ingford, CT 06492 
Telephone (203) 265-8900 

January 2, 1997 

Mr. William Buller 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division, MI/WI Section 
US EPA, Region 5 DRE-SJ 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: Future Land Use Considerations 
Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol Corporation 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Buller: 
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I trust that the attached will satisfy your concerns. I would suggest that if you have any specific 
questions regarding zoning issues, you contact the City of Franklin planning office directly ( a phone 
number is included in the report). If you have any questions regarding Franklin Power Products' plans 
for the property or any other questions of a more general nature, please let me know. 

~ twfk 
Samuel S. Waldo 
Director, Environmental Affairs 

cc: J. Michael Jarvis - Franklin Power Products 
Michael Sickles - IDEM 
J. Keith (w/o encl) 



December 19, 1996 

Mr. Sam Waldo 
Director, Environmental Affairs 
Amphenol Corporation 
358 Hall Avenue 
Wallingford, CT 06492 

Dear Sam: 

50 10 S t o n e 

Subj: Response to OSWER Directive No. 9355.7-04, Land Use in the CERCLA remedy 
Selection Process 

We recently received from you a copy of the OSWER directive referenced above. EPA region 
V has indicated that it needs to know the "reasonably anticipated future land use" for the 
former Amphenol site to provide information needed to make remedy selection decisions for the 
site. The directive primarily deals with remedy selection procedures under CERCLA, but 
gathering information from local land use authorities and other locally affected parties is also 
appropriate in the RCRA context. 

Larry Light, Vice President of Franklin Power Products, was contacted by telephone on 
December 10, 1996 and asked what future uses Franklin Power Products intends for the 
former Amphenol site. Mr. Light stated that Franklin Power Products will keep the property in 
industrial use according to both their 5- and 10-year business plans. 

Chris Jackson, Assistant Planner for the City of Franklin (317-736-3631), was contacted by 
telephone about property zoning. Atttached to this letter arc a Xerox copy of the Franklin City 
zoning map showing the former Amphenol site and surrounding land, a key to the zones, and a 
table showing permitted uses for each zone. I have added the boundary line around the 
property, and have labeled Forsythe Street, Hamilton Avenue and Hurricane Creek. 

The site is zoned 12, heavy industrial. According to the table, 12 is not permitted for residential 
use. It is suitable for: 

• Agricultural use (except for Jakes of 3 or more acres) 

• Public facilities including airports, government offices, police or fire stations, landfills, 
parking areas, railroad right-of-way and utility substations and transmission lines 

• Miscellaneous business uses including commercial breeding facilities, kennels, outdoor 
advertising, , warehousing, wholesaling businesses, a RV park, or a veterinary hospital 

Based upon the information we have gathered, the fom1er Amphenol site does not appear to be 
subject to potential land uses that might conflict with corrective measures proposed for the 
former Amphenol site. 

If you have any questions, please get in touch with me. 

Very. trulyyour\J ;1THT:5Y~ 
v~iLei'l'' . J 

Te l epho n e 

Facsimi l e 
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Amphenol 
"IOI Corporation 

eadquarters 
Avenue 

P .. OX 5030 
Wallingford, CT 06492 
Telephone (203) 265-8900 

March 26, 1996 

Mr. Paul Little (DRE-SJ) \ 
Chief, Waste, Pesticides and To~s Division 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 
USEP A, Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

ffi11EID1UWIE[ID 
AP R 0 l 1996 

OFFICE OF RCRA 
WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

EPA REGION "/ 

Re: Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) dated November 27,1990 
Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol Corporation 
Franklin, IN . 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Little: 

Your March 12, 1996 letter approving our February 9, 1996 Work Plan with modifications was 
received on March 18, 1996. We are proceeding to implement the Work Plan in accordance with the 
schedule contained therein. Project status will be discussed in the monthly progress reports although, 
should unforeseen problems arise, your office will be advised immediately. 

Your letter requested that an alternative plan to the June 1994 Work Plan be submitted concurrently 
with our submittal of the revised CMS ·report. We believe that some of the work proposed for the 
supplemental activity now underway would address most, if not all of the questions regarding 
conditions in Hurricane Creek. Notwithstanding that, I expect that the geological and physical data 
collection activities will occur early enough in the schedule that we will be able to preliminarily 
evaluate conditions in the creek and determine what, if any, additional measures are needed. I should 
note, however, that this particular requirement was not discussed prior to receipt of your letter. 

I am also in receipt of the assessment of risks from inorganic soil constituents at the site. While 
further and more detailed comments may be forthcoming at a later date, some initial comments are 
provided here. 

• The report notes that there may be insufficient data to adequately represent background 
conditions at the site. I would point out that there were protracted discussions with the EPA 
regarding the number and placement of background monitoring points. The location and 
number of samples collected were in accordance with the specific approval of the EPA. 
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The assessment of risks report also does not appear to take into account Respondents' 
statistical evaluation of background vs. site inorganic constituents ( contained in a September 
22, 1995 letter as Attachment 1 to Responses to U.S. EPA Comments, Draft Report, 
Co"ective Measures Study for the Former Amphenol Facility, Franklin, IN, March, 1995). 
That evaluation for arsenic,,beryllium, cobalt and manganese (i.e., those constituents detected 
at levels above ARARs ),concluded that: 

1. Background data for inorganics in background and site soils were lognormally distributed. 
2. There were equal variances for upgradient and site values at a 90% confidence level for 

all inorganic constituents except beryllium. 
3. Means of the two data sets were not significantly different at a 95% confidence level using 

Student's t-Test for all inorganics except beryllium. 
4. Since the variance for beryllium values are not equal, the Welch's t-Test was used to 

evaluate those data sets. The Welch's t-Test determined that the two data sets were not 
significantly different at a 95% confidence level. 

In view of the fact that this analysis was conducted in direct response to an EPA request for 
further clarification on the presence of inorganic constituents at the site, it should have been 
provided to the contractor conducting the assessment of risk and should have been specifically 
discussed in the assessment report. 

The report notes that the use of subsurface samples most often at depths greater than six feet 
below ground surface (bgs) adds additional uncertainty to the assessment. In fact only three 
samples of the thirty two collected were less than six feet bgs, most being collected at depths 
greater than 10 feet. It is my understanding that EPA' s own guidance considers it 
inappropriate to use data from samples taken at or below six feet in a residential exposure 
assessment. I would appreciate receiving any clarification you may have regarding this issue 
as well as any EPA guidance regarding the use of residential criteria at an operating 
manufacturing facility. 

Notwithstanding the above, Table 4 presents risk and hazard calculations which vary only 
slightly from background risks and which are within ranges generally utilized by EPA. Even 
as presented, these data do not suggest that inorganic constituents need to be addressed 
further. 1be report does not draw any conclusions nor has EPA included its interpretation of 
the data in the package I received. If such is developed for inclusion in the Final CMS Report 
package, Respondents should be provided an opportunity to comment. 
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Please don't hesitate to contact me should you have any questions or comments regarding the above. 

~ely, 01{) /11
1
1) 

G1{)J~~ccV o! ~, __ J .1/{ 
Samuel S. Waldo 
Director, Environmental Affairs , 

cc: J. Michael Jarvis 
J. Keith 

110.wpd 
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WW Eng1neer1ng & Sc1ence 

Mr. William Buller 
U.S. EPA, Region V, 5HR-12 
230 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60603 

Dear Mr. Buller: 

A Summit Company 

December ~ l~f fl' 

Uu ~ lVJ 

DEC 18 1992 
OFFICE OF RCRA 

Waste Managel1'8lt Division 
U.S. EPA. REQIN V 

In accordance with our recent telephone conversations, I have revised the SOP for 

collecting ground water for CLP analysis using a Geoprobe test vehicle. We believe that 

by utilizing the methods described in the SOP we can achieve accurate, reproducible 

results at our off-site sampling poims. The SOP is attached for your review. If you have 

any questions, please get in touch ,vith me. 

cc : Susan G.i.rd 
Sam Walde 

Very=;· iC!L 
es H. Keith 

·oject Manager 
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• 
SOP FOR OFF-SITE GEOPROBE GROUND WATER SAMPLING FOR CLP 

ANALYSIS FOR THE FORMER AMPHENOL SITE RFI 

METHOD DESCRIPTION 

In order to avoid placing permanent monitoring wells off-site in the Franklin city right­

of-way, ground water samples from the Unit B saturated sand will be recovered through a 

hollow Geoprobe sampling train inserted to sampling depth by a truck-mounted hydraulic 

ram. Samples will be analyzed for volatile organic compounds, total metals and total and 

amenable cyanide as described in the project QAPP approved May 25, 1992. Sample 

locations and ground elevations will be established by a surveyor and tied into the 

existing on-site locational grid. 

EQUIPMENT 

1) Truck-mounted Geoprobe ground water sampling system with steel alloy 

and stainless steel rods 

2) Screen point ground water sampler 

3) Stainless steel or Teflon mini-bailer 

4) Soil sampling point with acetate insert 

5) Peristaltic pump with battery power supply and Teflon tubing 

6) Steam cleaner, DI water, Alconox for decontamination 

SAMPLING EQUIPMENT AND PROCEDURES 

Description of Equipment 

The Geoprobe sampler operates by inserting a string of one-inch diameter threaded steel 

alloy hollow rods vertically into the ground with the aid of a truck-mounted hydraulic 

ram capable of exerting 15,000 pounds of force. The system has an air hammer 

attachment to advance the rods into dense or hard materials. Rod sections are three feet 

long. 

1 
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• Two special sampling points will be used. The first is a soil sampler with two-foot long 

acetate inserts (Figure 1). The sampler is capable of recovering a soil core up to 24 inches 

long and 1.5 inches in diameter. The sampler is installed at the bottom of the sampling 

string and is advanced with the air hammer. After being advanced for two feet, the 

sampler is withdrawn and the soil sample removed for description. Continuous soil 

samples can be collected in this manner. 

The second point is a screen point ground water sampler (Figure 2). This sampler is 

installed at the bottom of the sampling string and is advanced hydraulically or by air 

hammer to the desired sampling depth with decontaminated stainless steel rods. While 

driving, the point is sealed from outside contamination. At sampling depth, the sampling 

string is withdrawn two feet, the 0.0057" screen is exposed, and water enters the sampler. 

The water can then be retrieved to the surface by a Teflon or stainless steel mini-bailer, 

or pump. The hailers are 7/16" OD and 20 inches long with a ball and seat. 

Sampling Procedures 

Based upon previous drilling and Geoprobe work, sampling depth is expected to vary 

between 12 and 22 feet, the depth being controlled by a layer of material (assumed to be 

the Unit C till layer) that is very difficult to penetrate by hydraulic force alone. The 

saturated sand unit appears to be only two to three feet thick in the off-site areas 

previously investigated, and there is expected to be no zonation of contaminants within 

the saturated unit. 

Two Geoprobe holes will be advanced at each sampling location. The first will be 

advanced using the soil sampler to collect continuous soil samples. Soil samples will be 

collected, described and measured by a WWES geologist to dete1mine the stratigraphy of 

2 
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• the sample location. Soil samples will be collected until three to five feet of the 

underlying Unit C till has been penetrated. The location of the saturated sand will be 

noted and this information will be used to determine the sampling depth for the screen 

point ground water sampler. Stratigraphic information will be recorded by the geologist 

for later incorporation into geologic cross sections. Soil samples will be retained and 

returned to the site for disposal. 

Following completion of the first hole, the sampling string will be withdrawn, and the 

hole backfilled and sealed with bentonite granules. A second hole will be advanced one 

to three feet away from the first to a depth at which the bottom of the exposed screen will 

be just below the saturated sand. The sampling rods will be withdrawn two feet to 

expose the screen. 

Water for CLP volatile organic compounds will be collected by a Teflon or stainless steel 

mini-bailer. Three bailerfuls of water will be collected and discarded into a plastic 

container for return to the site and disposal, then the water will be sampled. Water 

collected in this manner is carefully poured from the bailer into the VOA sample 

containers. Water for metals, and total and amenable cyanide will be collected by means 

of a portable peristaltic pump and Teflon tubing inserted down the hollow sampling train 

(Figure 3). Water is pumped directly into the sample containers. The volatile portion of 

the sample will be collected first followed by metals and cyanide. Ground water samples 

for metals will have passed through the 0.0057" :.creen and will not be filtered after 

collection. 

The sampling methods describerl allow: 

(12/15/92) 

1) Volatiles samples to be collected without subjecting them to air pre:.;sures 

lower than ambic.nt atmospheric pressure by bailing. 
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• 2) Sufficient sample quantities for metals and cyanide analysis by peristaltic 

pumping. 

3) Stratigraphic measurements which will be used to determine sampling 

depth, and will also be used to determine off-site stratigraphy. 

Following withdrawal of the second tubing train, the hole will be backfilled with 

bentonite pellets, and a steel rebar stake will be installed flush with the ground at the site 

of the first (soil sampling) point to pem1it relocation of the sampling point. Sampling 

point elevations and coordinates with respect to the existing monitoring well system will 

be established by survey. 

Sampling Locations 

See Figure 4. Ground water samples are proposed at four locations: between former 

Geoprobe locations SGP-6 and SGP-7 (PGP-1), south of GNS-4 (PGP-2), along Forsythe 

Street south of its intersection with Hamilton Avenue (PGP-3), and adjacent to MW-12 

(PGP-4). The latter sample will be used as a check against standard screened well and 

bailer sampling that will also be conducted at MW-12. To assure that the edge of the 

plume is being monitored at PGP-3, water samples will be collected at several locations 

in the vicinity and analyzed using the on-board purge-and-trap GC before selecting the 

sampling point for the CLP samples. 

Sample Quantities, Containers and Preservation 

Each sample for volatile organic compounds will be transferred to two 40-ml VOA vials 

with Teflon septa, preserved with HCl to pl-1<2 and cooled to 4° C. Each sample for 

metals will be transferred unfiltered into a one liter polyethylene bottle, preserved with 

HN03 to pH<2 and cooled to 4° C. Each sample for total and amenable cyanide will be 

transferred unfiltered into a one liter amber glass bottle, preserved with NaOH to pH>12 
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• and cooled to 4 ° C. 

Sample Handling and Record.keeping 

samplers will record the date and time each sample is collected, as well as the depth 

interval from which the sample was withdrawn. All sample containers will have a 

serially numbered sample tag attached as described in accordance with Section 5.2 of the 

QAPP. Samples will be immediately placed in coolers on Blue Ice to await shipment. 

Sample numbering will be in accordance with Section 4.12 of the QAPP. Prior to 

shipment, Chain-of-Custody forms will be filled out by the field sampling team leader. A 

copy of each completed form will be retained in a file and the originals will be packed in 

the shipping container. 

OA/OC 

1. Equipment Decontamination 

All rods will be scrubbed in an Alconox solution, steam cleaned, rinsed with DI water 

and allowed to dry prior to use. All rods will be changed between holes such that rods 

will not be reused from sample point to sample point. Teflon tubing employed for the 

peristaltic pump will be decontaminated between sample points by pumping DI water 

through it for at least five minutes. The hailers will be cleaned with an Alconox 

detergent solution, rinsed with DI water and allowed to dry before use. 
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• 2. QA/QC Samples 

QA/QC Geoprobe samples will be collected separately from on-site monitoring well 

samples. The following QA/QC samples will be collected for the volatiles: 

1 equipment blank 

1 trip blank 

1 duplicate 

1 matrix spike/duplicate 

The following QA/QC samples will be collected for metals and total and amenable 

cyanide: 

1 equipment blank 

1 duplicate 

QA/QC samples will be collected in accordance with Section 4.10 of the QAPP. 

6 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

William Buller - US EPA Region 5 

John Koehnen - A. T. Kearney 

Franklin Letter Issues Review 

September s. 1996 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

cc: P. Brown-Derocher 

· This memorandum is accompanied by a copy of your draft letter to Mr. Samuel Waldo with a 
series of aliturial suggestions made solely to ensure clarity of the comment. lu addition. the 
issues discussed below relate to several nuuor point~ mJtde in your draft letter. A. T. Kearney 
has reviewed this letter for clarity as weU as the technical issues raised. If you require any 
clarification of these commcn~ or edits please do nuL hesitate to contact me at (312) 223-6253 

OO~lli~ -~ 

• The first paragraph of the second page of your letter states drat the data pertaining to I. \ ,I 
the groualwal~r recovery system are inadequate. The installation of at least six new ~ ? 
pit:zometers/monitoring wens is suggested later in Attachment. 1 . I would suggest ~ f 
presenting a cl~ indication of exactly where these piezometers/wells will need to be 
placed, either by using A.T. Kearney's suggestioris whk:h were recently submitted or 
the suggestions of the US EPA ADA Personnel. 

• The third paragraph on the second page of your lettet indicatet> the Respondent must 
include all pertinent information in the revised CMS Report. In addition, an element 
under your comment No. 2 .-equira; lh~ Respondent to include a schedule of 
implementation and submittal of the Recovery System Evaluation Report. You m::iy 
want to clearly state w~bmittals will be required in the future . I interpret from 
your letter i:.nd Attachmei,t 1 that at least four Jubmittals m1t.y be requu:cd (i.t:. , revised 
CMS Report, separate submittal of response summary, Recovery System Work Plan, 
and Re\;uvcry System Re n). 

• The last full paragraph on your cover letter states that US EPA may exercise it~ right to 
perform work as needed ...... Unless US EPA wishes to conuu.il rt:t!iources to 
performing RFI filed activities, I suggest this language be softened or changed to 
indicate that stipulated penalties may apply . The potential exists that Franklin would 
accept this cow-se? aciion . 
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• ATTACHMEfil..l. 

• Comment No. 2 - As st::ilt>.(1 above, you may wi~h to provide additional iufuanation 
regarding the locations of the new piezometers/monitoring wells. Otherwise, if you 
leave: it to Frauklins interpretation, you may have to revisit this issue again in the 
future . -----

• Comment No. 3 - T agree that the results may not be tulc.:quately represemt:d in the 
figures, however, I think the biggest issue here is the lack of sufficient data points lo 
the west to more accurately define the groundwater now direction, and the lack of 
simultaneous readings from all available data ~ource, (i.e., collect water levels from. all 
wells within a 12 hour period) to adequately represent the flow direction of the entire 
system. I edited the commeut lo slate that the data may be interpreted different than as 
presented .. 

• Comment No. 7 - I feel that this comment should be softened cou:siucrably. They have 
performed a series of pump t:ests , albeit mini rate, at the newly installro wells a~ 
:slluulu have a somewhat accurate id.ea of the potential success of a recovery system. 
The Pilot Swdy system would be so much like a e:orrective measures treatment system 
that they may as well gu all the way and initiate a 'groundwater pump and treat system 
which will remain operative until voe levcli,; are within accepa:able limits. At this 
time, the infiltration gallery does not seem to be the most appropriate since this 
approach would be more disruptive to the immediate neighborhood (i.e., digging trench 
and installing piping or parking a tanker truck) than even thc~T option, ---

• Commelll Nu. 8 - As you recall . we had initially requested a well in the Unil D aquifer 
and met with significant resistance from Franklin repre11entatives. This is primarily du~ 
to a reasonable concern expressed by Franklin that drilling though a semi-impermeable 
layer could create the potential for contaminant carry-<luwn. l agree that this data point 

, is valuable, however, you may wish to evaluate whether an alternate location away ( rrP from areas of high. levels of voes may be more appropriate. The alternate location 
~ ay not yield the most represenr..ttive data, hut would reduce or eliminate cross· 

~ # :, V contamination concerns. 

• 
Tubl<-e 5·/ 
£. ~0 u0 f f 

Comment No. 9 - The indication that the lead concentrations are near MCT .~ is unclear . 
We recommend that you clarify whether the level you are currently concerned about is 
truly an action leve1 (i .~., .OlS mg/1) , since no true MCL exists for lead. Yuu may 
wish to clarify this issue or h(ve Fnrnklin provide additional inf om1ation. 

• 
[(,~Jf...,;t:::) 

Please note that the above statements are my general impressions. As you know. several of 
these issues are discu.~sed in more detail in some of our recent submittals for the Franklin site. 
If you have additional questioru: or comments please call me at your cunvcnience . 
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I 
CERTIFIED MA.IT, 
RETURN RECEIP,! 

I 

Mr. Samuel Muldo 
Director of Environmental Affairs 
Amphenol Corporation 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallin;fcrd, Conn~cticut 

Re! Administrative Ord~r. on Consent 
{Dated November 2'7, 1990) 
F~•nklin Power Products/Amphenol 
IND 044 587 840 

vear Mr. Waldo: 

DRt-8J 

The United 5tal~~ ~nviro~cntnl Protoction Agency (U. S .EPA) has 
reviewed th.e doewnent "R~port of Add1tionaJ Corrective Measures 
Studi.es (CMS) tor tne Form~.t Junphenol J!'acility, Franklin lnciiana" 
(dated June, 1996) which was subJnitted in accordance with the 
above referenced Administrative 01.de, on conGont (AOC ). n . s. EPA 
noes not approve of the above referenced docuiaent as submitted 
and requires "espondents lo amend the document ;i.:n aecord.lnce with 
thQ coml'l~nts noted in Attachment l of this letter. Certain 
issues pertaining to Hurricane Creek and the on-site g~·uundwater 
recovei-y nystem require a<iditionnl data collection aAd tne- mnt.ter 
~f a~areQsint Ules~ data ~aps aEe.~i.~cussed below. 

L-a..G 
Ai Vi3ual observation of geologjc and hydrologic conditlons wer~ 
fY employed to eve1l.uale potentlnl ~roundwatcr contaudnation at 

Hurricane Creek. U.S. EPA has dotennined that these observations 
as repcrled do not demonstrtttc thilt groundwatar a.l !turr.ir:ano 
Cr.eek has not beers impacted. lc:spondenl shall flddress thia 
m.attet· by implement~~ on@! of the two options 

7\.-, 
I ·---·· 

rleseribed below: Ln'M ( ()(..,.. 
J f' IN' ,-.e,t... 

· t I -,p ..,, ~ 1 t. 1-c..t-- t""' 
Option l - samplintj ot groundwater at Hurrimme Creek during } U"'° fl. 
low flow conditic:m:;. Employ a rnodj fied Si'lmp!ing procedu.x.e i;lt>r{t 

to that sp9cified in the June 1994 Workplan for collectino 
repre•entative groundwater samples during low flow __,. / aco fe.d 
c;~uditions. Campling locii.ti.ensl~thr·ee point.s( downstr:aatn -f" 
of the storm sewer outfal 1. wit( c,11~1!,f cf '7 l 

4 )./h ~ 

~

tion ?- - installation and eamplin<J or at loast two f~ 
mon ring wel.ls at ttu1ric.;4'inc Creek. Moni Loring wslJ115 5ht1./f bt 

oc ed downstream of storm drain outfall and near the creek 
,-;:::?(' bank a, and screened in t:he upp~.i·most wotcr bo.1.ring zone;. 

~ ~fP() -
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/,~re Y 
u.s. EP~ hydrologists hatvevjewed the egisting data pertaining 
to the operatio11 of the o -site grn,.,nd.water .t·ecovery system and 
d."t ~nn.ined that the data · 1'.nsuffi~i ent to evaluate the recovery 
sy.oteJD'S effectiveness. U.S. EPA cmnclude~ that to fu1ly 
evaluate the rP-covery sytstem, additional piezomelers/mord. toring 
welle a.re needed to defjne the potentiom~tric surface during 
upetation of. th~ sy~tem. 

'lWit:h1n lhi:rty <~ > days of receipt of thie letter, 
Respondents shall subfllit to U.S .. EPA !or approval, il,n on-:site 
Recovery ::;ystem Evaluation Work.plan. The WorkpJan sliall include 
the specifics noted in comment 2 nt Altacmn~nt 1. E,«J~E'---.~;ic:fl; 

"' of '"'i A • • w we 11 ' · · ~ ~ l 
~ i nstal ~.atiou , cf f" ·(e, 
~ n • tcep/''"rh' ~";k"' ~ t pu,.!»A.. · or1.nc, we . a. 1f'ii f},,t/Jtttti p,,,.,, t,V~ bf "-•, . . j ·1', 1,1w 1;1/t<J/ tJ.,11t•~t.1. ~ ~'Jtl. 
'i j~.i.\.llin thirty (30) day,:; of receipt o! this l ette1·, Jf8ents ~vl1M 1~ ti"1 
~11 shall sub~it a revised report to~ the J~nP- 1996 CHS s· rt whicll1CP~ 
~~ aaorcsse~ all coll\lnents of Attachment lo! this let.te • 
~- revised report shall claarl y state which optj on Respond.en ts b 

"i ~ chosen to evaluale conl.iminat .ion al'. Hurricane Creek, and the 
~ specifics for implementing the invcstlgative oetion. All 

'
-\ \ revisions to the repoLt sh•·ll be c~ Aarly idenl1fied by 

· '-'hi 9~t:i111, a1ui•rl Y•R~. c.i: qtluu: eifflilat: l'lleans, and accompan1~d 
by• separate submitta l providing a sununnry of the responses and 

• 

notjng where the revisions wer• inserted in the report. lf · 
Respondents believe that certain deviation~ from the dir.e.~tives 
in this letter are necessary, such cl1anges shall be discussed 
with U.S .. EPA and approved prior tu s\lbmittal of doc~ments. 

5hould Amphenol fail to satjsfactorily respond to all comm~nt& in 
Attachment l and the Hurri.eanGJ CrP.ek and recovery system data 

. ,. needs, U.S. EPA mav exercise its r·ight to perform work as naeded f to fulr1 ~ l theL dat.c1 requircJ1tcnts ,and eom1,1eto the CM~ report. 
. n.J 7 (r'1- f ttrtl /Hr\ d f I(' , . 

lf"'you w sh to discuss any .1.Lew; plc.lse contact. me at (312) 886-
4568. 

Sinc:::Gr~ly, 

William 'Buller, Proj~ct Coordinator 
Enforcement and CompJiance A!!';surance Branch 
waste, L"&ptidea ~nd To>< j f"!s Division 
Ml/WI Section 
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cc: J. Michael Jarvis, Franklin Power Products 
with enclosurt:l 

Michael SicJClea, IDEM. with enclosurP. 
John l<oehru~n, A. 'l'. K~arne;y, wilh enclosu.,..P. 

bee! Larry Johnson, ORC with enclosure 

A'rTACllMF.NT I 
U. S, El?A comments on ,1une l 996 CMS Report 

General Cnmm~nts l{J h,eh tMc; ~,a,Jj 
(. l:>etn ~f't p/.1,fJ: 

1. The June 1996 report pertain::; to an i2iv~E1ti9al:inn flfl!PfermEf'lt 
.p.ido)l: to the l'eprn::e dat-e, however~ fiald procedures are · 
discusse·d in the context that fff9fl!•c: :, will £0llew the U,/(J(k.1~ feir,t;Ja1t1,Nj 
.Wc;frlti··f·•w.r rAt.h~r than statino the procedures were performed in 
accordance with the Work plan. The text shall btl l-evioecl to 
state that the Worlcplan procf!dures were followed, ,.e. ~ete any pr. 
procedm:es which dovieted from lhe plon, "-<N . 1 /e. 11~+,,,7<. 
2. The On-site Recovery Syatam Evaluation Workpian shall 
Pf,~~Tvdl~ the !ul low:l.n;: / ,., ..Jo ,mt, ~trf-h 
- Installation ot at l~dst six addition~l 
wells. Ideally, piezometers/wells should be i talled 
pe°"pendicular to the r,otenUometdc , contours c ~atAd during 
~peration. 'l'o provide ·bet tar delineation of e plume, at least 
Lwo o! the pie.tozneters at peI"imeter· lot;ijl:ions shall be 
conslrueted t.n serve as monitoring wcl.ls, .Datri col] action 
procAdures shall include the followin\li 

- Measurement of water levels in all wells and piezometers during 
operation uf the ~·e:c::ovcry systam. 

.frt>m 
- Sampl1ng/analyi:sls !or volatile orga.ni c compounds (VOC) s ~ 
e.l(isting down qradient mopitodng wells and newly ibnst lec.i 
wells• ;-re'(1!,•<J.. 

.,. .... ~T"""'1w:.;-=::;:;,":'- Development of a< site map which shows the( propos J ocations of 
~ piezometei:s and wel.Ls. .. C,v '''" O..t1(}., 

- Schedule of implementation and aubadtta.l of ~ht! R8covery System 
EvaluAt:ion Report. 

- The repnrl shall provide a rnap showing E'>(>tont :i omctrj (: head data 
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for each m<lasuring point, potantiometric contours and groundwater 
flow lines. J ifA f 

• .. J~ff'Pj,Ji Pr,~.u/.u(IS 1U f!(lSV II ,f"1et/j -Al,. If C,() )\"1', \V\ t'V'-
ljf-YV - ,~seliN i'aew in the inter:i.m, t'he C>u.sting r·ecove::y sy~tern will e 

be operl&t.ed to maximize the r.fi!eovery of c~ontaminants,. J /,Kief1nf _1 f#"'I 
. . IYlt>Jf b ( ,·ee,11'1 1:h_ -., '-- 4fl $ frl'1 tJ, 'n, II e,/~:, 

to the water· ~vel data of wells MW~l, MWJ2,amd MW33. ~ data 
3. The g,·ountatQr contnur levels in sheet 1 do~ correspond I 

. J L .i.nd1catef th t ~roundw~tcr fl ow di rectiou at the time of 'fl\G~ 
woiJ/() ~ measurement, .;win$'. to . the southwest at this locetio". This flow 

~1:dgnif,1.contly di fferant thc1n thP. southeastern 
direction ehown. The tioura should b& revised to show water 
level contours tlustLc~d to the c.iata. 

4, The report cites that vor contaminanL ooncentrations at 
Forsythe street are ffiUch lower than previous sample results and 
dI·aws the eoncl u:;ion that signi:ticant nutural 1,ttcnuation of 
contAminants has occu~red. The text should note the di!farent 
sampling methods (geoprobe vs mon.i tor we .1 lSJ ancl how data 
oaparisonv for 1he two methods may overstate att~nuation. Also 
he text should discuss in.Jnor.e..-det;iil,..... monitor weJ lf. were 

toll€ 11•bJ::t)'f':OG; that , it:, Were .SamplMR ~Oller:tdd prior y puni,pl:eSt5 OT 

atter. L !A.)he,i V §tnip/e.s ~ 

• 

5. The concl,usion that natural attenuatiori of VOC:5 . is 
signifieant RhOUld be •upported .by d.:it..&. - comparison of' m,-si.te 
to ort-eite c~ncentration5 of voes, raLjos or the voe p7ren 
compounds.ffo dauqht.er .. fompounds (.i. .e. 'A vinyl chloride) . 

-..t.ehht~hlg. L (.;.e. f'eF) . \.. 1"t~, DGG,tAmcl 
6. ThP. report states that utilit'J,,.,_ lines ·may prevent installation P 
of a pjpeline at For:syt.he sti·eet (Operable Arca 3). All 
avaj labla informat.iori including locr'ltion, depth, and diameter of 
pipe5, pertc1jning to utility 11nes al Area J shall he pt·ovided. 

. ""llP·h~ 11 ~ 
1. The discusaion of reffi-'dic5 for Opera~le Area 3 shall be 
expanded lo inch1de tbe ~;ecU.ee- noted bel nw . These remedies 
shall be discussed in accordance with Attachment J of the AOC. 

(a) Pilc,t · tudy in which monitor wells at Oper~b).C:! Are 3 # are 
converted to rf!covery wells. Pilot. study incl u,dco pu ing· of th0\/1 
recovery ells for seve~l months, periodir:X,determi ation of r 
voe cone nt.rati onrs, and te~6ra.ry i:;t.oruge o fY conta ated water 
1 n tank ti-ucks with tr nsr·cr to the exislim/ around t..er. 
treatm nl system for /isposal. ( I 

(b) Construction and operation of an infi ltratj on gall P.ry at ~ 
Oporu.ble 1\1:oa 3. ThP. infiltration qalle~y would be constructed · 

.near the ha:so of the watc;;- beariny zone, the water pumped from a 
&Wllp and transferred to the P.X.i!ltinc;i treatment a)'stcan . 

/4c;1-1:J~ ~ · · 
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I 'fp(.,/ //0&, 
( ff p 

H. 'J.'o providtt inonito~it of the Unit n aqui!e:r:, the 
groundwater mon1toring systam .. p10;:su1 shall inqlude 
w,11 located near MW-32[s(;reftl'H~d; i.n 1unH: Dr.- cZ~v ,;er 

I.() 11 cch I~ '- -tht-

·- ·..,-- ' ..... _ 

proposed 
a monitorinr;i 

9. Results of lead analysis ot the treat..ed gro,indwater sho~_)ead 
concentrations near maximum concentrat1.on 11mitc;. Pcrioc:li~ 
samplinq/f the treated water for aetal analy5is untjl data 
indicate metal concent~ations are stabili~ at low level5, 
shall be proy::,o•ed . L,~ 1 

S{!ecitic Comme~ J J 
II 

Jt,rtdn 1+ra.ft- ..f ~t 
. <1!e.; /, / 

l. Page 14 - Texl ..!<not clea th~ recovery system is operated so 
as to maxj.miie recovery. The exioting system or,~rl'ltion shell be 
operated to maximizct its effectivenoss. Rev.i.sctlext to state how~ 
exj 11ting..-eauzzn1Py system will he operc.ted to "' i111.l ,.~ th~ 
recovery of. contaminants. ··1-t 

1,ie..,. 

.,. 
J. .. . ,e. Page 20 - the word public is ltlisspcll~d. 

3 4. Page 24 The State,:nent "'there is no evidence that Uu..rricane 
Creek iii 3 groundwa.ter sink" uhall b4& dolet"'d. There is no 
evidence it i~ not a sjnk. 

-
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MEMORANDUM 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NATIONAL RISK MANAGEMENT RESEARCH LABORATORY 
SUBSURFACE PROTECTION AND REMEDIATION DIVISION 

P .0. BOX 1198 • ADA, OK 7 4820 

August 19, 1996 

p .1. t 

OFFICE OF 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

SUBJECT: Amphenol Facility, Franklin, Indiana (96RC05-001) 
Interim Measures Capture Zone Definition 

FROM: 

TO: 

Steven D. Acree, Hydrogeologist ~ A----. 
Technical Assistance & Technology Transfer Branch 

Bill Buller, RPM 
U.S. EPA-Region 5 

Per your request for continuing technical assistance, 
data from the Corrective Measures Study Report and the Report of 
Additional Corrective Measures Studies have been reviewed with 
respect to delineation of capture zones resulting from extraction 
from wells RW-1, RW-2, and RW-3. Methodology for evaluation o f 
hydraulic containment within a specified area generally includes 
measuring hydraulic heads to determine whether hydraulic 
gradients are indicative of capture and monitoring water quality 
downgradient of the containment zone to evaluate whether temporal 
trends in concentration are indicative of further contaminant 
migration and containment failure. 

As noted in the Report of Additional Corrective Measures 
Studies, hydraulic head data from nearby monitoring wells 
indicate the extraction wells have some influence on potential 
ground-water flow directions. However, such influence does not 
imply full capture of the plume. As requested, the limits of 
ground water impacted at total voe concentrations greater than 
0.010 mg/1 (figure attached) were used as the intended capture 
zone of the Interim Measures system. Sufficient hydraulic head 
data to evaluate capture to these limits are not available. It 
is also noted that relatively few data, particularly current 
data, are available to define the extent of the area to be 
contained. These issues and recommendations for their resolution 

• are discussed in detail below. 
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1. The limits of the plume to be contained do not appear to be 
well defined east and, particularly, west of the pumping wells. 
Data used to define the plume extent in these areas were obtained 
from Geoprobe samples collected approximately three years ago. 
Limits of the plume may have changed since that time. It is 
suggested that additional data be obtained to better define the 
limits of the plume and the area to be contained. It appears 
this definition will require current water quality data from all 
wells in this area of the site and the installation of additional 
wells/piezometers to define the limits of the plume east and west 
of the current well field. Potential locations for additional 
wells would be east to northeast of IT-3, the vicinity of 
Geoprobe location PGP-8, and west of this location. Piezometers 
discussed below may also be used to define the plume in these 
areas. 

2. Insufficient hydraulic head data are available to evaluate 
potential hydraulic gradients within the bounds of the plume as 
currently identified. It appears that piezometers located in the 
pre-pumping downgradient and sidegradient positions with respect 
to the current extraction wells should be used for this 
evaluation. At a minimum, paired piezometers in these directions 
will be needed to estimate gradients. Pairs generally should be 
aligned approximately perpendicular to the anticipated 
equipotential lines resulting from pumping. In some areas, 
piezometer locations suitable for estimating gradients using a 
classic three-point problem may be needed. 

Based on the current plume definition (attached figure) and 
well configuration (Figure 5.1 of the Report of Additional 
Corrective Measures Studies), it is suggested that approximately 
three to four additional piezometers be placed west and southwest 
of RW-2 to define gradients in this area. Potential locations 
are approximately 100 ft southwest of MW-12, approximately 100 ft 
further southwest of this location, and approximately 100 ft 
south-southwest of RW-2. Likewise, approximately three 
additional piezometers located 50 ft and 150 ft northwest of RW-1 
and 100 ft west of RW-1 should be considered to better define 
gradients in this area of the plume. It is also suggested that a 
minimum of two additional piezometers be installed at locations 
approximately 50 ft to 100 ft southeast of well IT-2 and well MW-
30 to aid in defining the downgradient limits of capture. It 
should be noted that locations other than those suggested above 
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may be adequate for obtaining the necessary information regarding 
hydraulic gradients during system operation. These locations may 
be modified based on site conditions (e.g., buildings). The 
objective is to define hydraulic gradients around the extraction 
wells. 

3. It generally is impracticable to install sufficient 
piezometers to fully define capture zones in most settings. 
Therefore, other evidence, including temporal trends in gound­
water quality data downgradient of the extraction system, is 
necessary to adequately evaluate capture. It is recommended that 
these piezometers be constructed so as to allow water quality 
sampling to better ensure containment downgradient of the capture 
zone and to better define limits of the area to be contained. 
Tools such as the Geoprobe often may be used to install small 
diameter wells quicker and more cost effectively than possible 
with traditional drilling rigs. It is suggested that such tools 
be considered for installations in this shallow aquifer. 

Continued monitoring of ground-water quality in directions 
downgradient from the extraction wells should be used to aid in 
identifying loss of capture as evidenced by continued contaminant 
migration. It is recommended that data from e x isting wells and 
the piezometers discussed above be reviewed on a regular basis 
(e.g., semiannually to annually) to evaluate potential 
contaminant migration. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please 
do not hesitate to call me at your convenience (405-436-860 9 ). 
A copy of a recent document entitled "Methods for Monitoring 
Pump-and-Treat Performance" is enclosed for your reference. Use 
of piezometric data and other techniques for evaluating capture 
zones are discussed in more detail in this document. We l o ok 
forward to future interactions with you concerning this and other 
sites. 

Enclosure 

cc: Mike Fitzpatrick (5303W) 
Thad Slaughter, Region 5 
Carol Witt-Smith, Region 5 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NATIONAL RISK MANAGEMENT RESEARCH LABORATORY 
SUBSURFACE PROTECTION AND REMEDIATION DIVISION 

P .0. BOX 1198 • ADA, OK 7 4820 

/fl/P 044 
p,,, I 

August 2, 1996 OFFICE OF 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Amphenol Facility, Franklin, Indiana (96RC05-001) 
Report of Additional Corrective Measures Studies 

FROM: 

TO: 

Steven D. Acree, Hydrogeologist ~~ . A------­
Technical Assistance & Technology Transfer Branch 

Bill Buller, RPM 
U.S. EPA-Region 5 

Per your request for continuing technical assistance, 
the referenced document has been reviewed. The report describes 
additional studies designed to better define potential ground­
water flow directions, water quality, and hydraulic parameters 
along Forsythe Street. Although the studies provide additional 
data regarding these aspects of the site, significant uncertainty 
concerning contaminant distribution, transport, and fate in this 
area of the site still exist. Detailed comments regarding the 
conc l usions of this report and recommendations regarding the 
proposed remedial options are provided below. 

1. Estimates of hydraulic gradients in the southern portion of 
Operable Unit 3 (Sheet 1) indicate potential ground-water flow in 
a south to southeast direction. Inspection of hydraulic head 
data from wells MW-31, MW-32, and MW-33 reveals that these data 
may also be interpreted as indicative of the potential for flow 
toward the southwest. Based on these data, the possibility that 
contamination previously observed in Geoprobe samples from some 
locations west of Forsythe Street may be the result of site 
activities cannot be ruled out. In addition, the hydraulic head 
data obtained during this study represent only one point in time. 
Hydraulic gradients and, therefore, potential ground-water flow 
rates and directions may vary temporally (e.g., seasonally). 

2. Based on the design of the pumping tests used in this study, 
the results should be interpreted as only gross estimates of 
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transmissivity, subject to significant uncertainty. Additional 
hydraulic testing would be required to better estimate hydraulic 
properties for reduced uncertainty in design of a ground-water 
extraction system in this area. However, it is noted that such a 
system is not currently proposed. 

3. The report interprets the ground-water quality data obtained 
from the new wells as indicative of a contaminant plume extending 
from the former Amphenol site to the vicinity of the entrance to 
Ross Court. It is noted that these data may also be interpreted 
as indicative of a plume extending in a more southerly to 
southwesterly direction to the vicinity of well MW-32. 
Additional monitoring east and west of Forsythe Street would be 
required to better define potential flow directions. 

Ground-water quality data from the new wells suggest that 
aqueous-phase contaminant concentrations may not be as high as 
indicated by previous Geoprobe samples. However, it is noted 
that the plume is not well defined. Areas of somewhat higher 
concentrations may exist east and, potentially, west of Forsythe 
Street. Hydraulic gradients estimated from the available well 
data indicate the potential for contaminant migration east and, 
potentially, west of Forsythe Street. Additional monitoring in 
what appears to be residential areas would be required to better 
define the plume. With the exception of data from well MW-33 and 
some previous Geoprobe samples, hydraulic head and ground-water 
quality data in the area of Operable Unit 3 are primarily from 
wells located along Forsythe Street. 

4. Potentiometric surface information (Table 5.2, Figure 5.1, 
Figure 5.2) indicates that the current ground-water extraction 
system is influencing ground-water flow in Operable Unit 1. 
However, these data are insufficient to demonstrate complete 
capture of ground water in this area. It appears that data from 
additional piezometers would be required to better define capture 
zones. Modeling of site conditions to estimate potential capture 
zones has been conducted in the past. However, such estimates 
are often sensitive to hydraulic parameters such as hydraulic 
conductivity distribution which are not defined in detail at this 
site. Field data, such as hydraulic head measurements, are 
highly preferable as independent tools for evaluating capture 
zones. 
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5. The report proposes continued monitoring instead of more 
active remediation such as ground-water extraction and treatment. 
This recommendation appears to be based on the contaminant 
concentrations observed in samples from the new wells in Operable 
Unit 3. These concentrations are approximately an order of 
magnitude lower than concentrations obtained from previous 
Geoprobe samples. The report concludes that this occurrence is 
indicative of attenuation with time. 

Other mechanisms may also result in such apparent decreases 
in concentrations. For example, the Geoprobe samples a smaller 
vertical interval than the current monitoring wells. If 
contaminant distribution with depth is not homogeneous, samples 
obtained from the monitoring wells may be the result of mixing 
waters with different contaminant concentrations even in this 
relatively thin aquifer. Such a mechanism may explain much of 
the difference in contaminant concentrations between Geoprobe 
samples and monitoring well samples. Therefore, comparisons of 
these two data sets may not be as indicative of actual 
attenuation in contaminant concentrations as suggested in this 
document. It is also noted that contaminant plumes are not well 
defined. Somewhat higher concentrations than those observed in 
samples from the new wells may exist in this area. 

The available data are insufficient to determine contaminant 
distribution and transport in detail or to evaluate contaminant 
fate processes and rates. More detailed hydrogeologic and 
geochemical studies would be required to reduce uncertainty in 
evaluation of potential remedial options. Monitoring of the 
current wells without other studies designed to better 
characterize contaminant transport and fate may provide little 
additional information useful in estimating potential remedial 
time frames or the effects of other remedial options such as 
extraction. One option would be to better define the current 
plume and monitor its behavior for a period of time (e.g., one to 
two years) prior to final evaluation of the remedial alternatives 
listed in the referenced document. More information regarding 
site hydrology and geochemical conditions may also be acquired 
during this time. Much information regarding potential 
contaminant transport and fate may be gained from such baseline 
monitoring and characterization studies . 
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If you have any questions concerning these comments, please 
do not hesitate to call me at your convenience (405-436-8609). 
We look forward to future interactions with you concerning this 
and other sites. 

cc: Mike Fitzpatrick (5303W) 
Thad Slaughter, Region 5 
Carol Witt-Smith, Region 5 
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A.T. Kearney, Inc. 

222 West Adams Street 

Chicago, Illinois 60606 

312648011[ 

Facsimile 312 223 6200 

July 31 , 1996 

Mr. William Buller 

Management 

Consultants 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 - DRE-SJ 
77 W. Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604 

RZ2 .R05033 .0l.1D.023 

p.,-1 

Reference: EPA Contract No. 68-W4-0006; REPA Work Assignment No. R05033; EPA 
ID No. IND044587848, Former Franklin Power Products/Amphenol, 
Franklin, Indiana; Review of Interim Corrective Measures System 
Effectiveness and Recommendations for Modifications; Task 02 Deliverable 

Dear Mr. Buller: 

Please find enclosed A.T. Kearney's evaluation of, and recommendations for potential 
modifications to, the Interim Corrective Measures System (ICM) at the Franklin/ Amphenol 
facility . Accompanying this review is a diskette containing the review comments in Word 
Perfect 6.1 for Windows format . 

This deliverable has been prepared per your request during a teleconference on 
July 24, 1996 with Mr. Dave Walker and Mr. John Koehnen of A.T. Kearney. The 
recommendations have been made due to the lack of sufficient data to demonstrate the 
effectiveness of the ICM and it's potential impact(s) on downgradient groundwater quality 
and/or surface water and sediment quality within Hurricane Creek. 

Please contact me or the A.T. Kearney Work Assignment Manager, Mr. John Koehnen, at 
312/223-6253 , if you have any questions . 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Brown-Derocher 
Regional Manager 

cc: F. Norling , EPA Region 5 
J. Koehnen 
D. Walker 

W. Jordan, Central Files 
A. Williams 
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FRANKLIN , INDIANA 

REVIEW OF INTERIM CORRECTIVE ACTION MEASURES SYSTEM 
EFFECTIVENESS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
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Submitted to: 

Mr. William Buller 
Work Assignment Manager 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
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Submitted by: 
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FRANKLIN POWER PRODUCTS / AMPHENOL 
FRANKLIN, INDIANA 

EPA ID No. IND044587848 

REVIEW OF INTERIM CORRECTIVE MEASURES SYSTEM 
AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MODIFICATIONS 

In order to demonstrate that the Interim Corrective Measure (ICM) is currently effective in 
controlling the offsite migration of the groundwater contaminant plume the comments presented 
below must be addressed. This information was originally requested during a February 29 , 
1996 teleconference between US EPA and Franklin/Amphenol. At that time, facility 
representatives agreed to provide the requested information, but have not yet done so. If recent 
and accurate information is available to address the questions and concerns identified below, 
supporting documentation must be submitted immediately to US EPA. If the information is not 
available, Franklin/ Amphenol is to perform the activities discussed below and present the 
information in a complete and concise manner to US EPA within the next 60 days. 

1. The efficiency and effectiveness of the current ICM system has not been adequately 
demonstrated. At present, several outstanding issues and deficiencies have not been 
addressed. The current ICM operating conditions and well system IS NOT effective in 
reducing the static groundwater level to an elevation below the elevation of the invert of 
the storm sewer. Hence, contaminated groundwater may infiltrate the storn1 sewer and 
result in a release of hazardous constituents/waste into the storm sewer and ultimately 
into Hurricane Creek. Notwithstanding the risk evaluation which was previously 
performed, releases to the environment are NOT acceptable. The north storm sewer 
invert elevation is 719. 72 feet and the south storm sewer invert elevation is 718. 88 feet. 
Based upon the figures recently submitted, both in September 1995 and June 1996 
documents , the groundwater elevations are at least one foot above the storm sewer 
inverts during both of these time periods. This condition needs to be further evaluated, 
and remedied in the very near future. The following steps shall be performed in 
evaluating the ICM: 

• A complete round of tapedown measurements shall be performed at ALL wells, 
piezometers, recovery wells, etc. that will yield reliable data on the groundwater 
elevation. This activity must be performed over a short time span, at most within 
a two day period. 

• In order to establish the volume of groundwater infiltration to the storm sewer in 
the area of highly contaminated groundwater, flow measurements shall be 
performed in the storm sewer manholes located near the ICM wells . This 
includes the north manhole, the south manhole, and the manhole east of the ICM 
wells. The flow measurements should take place at a time when inflows to the 
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Groundwater elevation data shall be collected from each new and existing 
piezometer/monitoring well available for monitoring within a two-day period. 
Groundwater elevation contour maps shall then be developed that take into account the 
pumping of all three recovery wells and the amount of groundwater infiltration to the 
storm sewer, as measured in response to Comment 1 above . 

In addition, it has been contended that the current pumping rate of the three recovery 
wells is based upon an assumption that an increase in the pumping rate will dewater the 
wells or .drawdown the water levels to below the level of the pumps . While this 
assumption may be accurate , it is likely based upon an older set of hydrogeological 
conditions where the thickness of the water table is less than it has been since seasonal or 
other conditions have raised the water level to those levels shown on the September 25 , 
1995 figure and the June 1996 figure . This condition has obviously meant that the 
groundwater elevation is above the storm sewer invert and allows for infiltration and 
therefore a release of hazardous constituents/waste to the environment. This is NOT 
acceptable and MUST be halted. 

Revise the current ICM system, realizing that this system will ultimately be considered 
the Corrective Measure, and provide a discussion justifying the adequacy of this system 
OR provide a plan to make modifications to the system (i.e., additional recovery wells , 
pumping rate increases, etc.) which will allow the ICM to perform adequately and be 
considered the Final Corrective Measure. 
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iMAV 2 8 1996 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
Mr. Samuel Waldo 
Director of Environmental Affairs 
Amphenol Corporation 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford, Connecticut 

Re: Franklin Power Products/Amphenol 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr Waldo: 

DRE-SJ 

Enclosed for your review are revised risk calculations for inorganic 
constituents in soils at your facility. The revised risk calculations 
incorporates the data provided in your September 22, 1995, letter as 
Attachment I, and addresses the comments of your March 26, 1996, letter. 

In response to your request for an opportunity to comment on the corrective 
action remedy selection, a brief discussion of the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency's {U.S. EPA} remedy selection process is provided as 
follows: 

Upon approval of the Corrective Measures Study {CMS} Report, U.S. EPA 
prepares a Statement of Basis/Fact Sheet which summarizes the corrective 
measure options, and proposes the remedy preferred by U.S. EPA, and 
salient information developed during the corrective action process. The 
SB/FS is presented to the public as a preliminary determination of the 
remedy. A comment period of at least 45 days is provided, and if 
requested a public hearing is held. The public comment period provides 
the Respondent with the opportunity to comment on the SB/FS. After the 
completion of the public conunent period, and hearing if needed, a Final 
Decision and Response to Comments {FD/RTC) is developed by U.S. EPA. 
This document identifies the selected remeqy, points out the changes 
made to the proposed remedy due to public comments, explains the 
rationale for the selected remedy, and provides a comprehensive response 
to comments regarding the proposed remedy and alternatives. 

Your March 26, 1996, letter also refers to U.S. EPA 1 s letter of March 12, 
1996, which calls for submittal of an alternativj plan for the June, 1994 

---~------
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Workplan, and notes that this was not discussed prior to receipt of this 
letter. To summarize this issue, the June 1994 Workplan provides for 
sampling/analysis of groundwater at three critical locations at Hurricane 
Creek during dry stream conditions. This Workplan was agreed upon after 
protracted discussions between Amphenol and U.S. EPA. However, in a September 
22, 1995, letter, Amphenol stated that they now believe dry stream conditions 
do not occur at the critical location. U.S. EPA agreed to this sampling 
approach with the understanding that dry stream conditions at the critical 
location were not unusual and would likely occur in the future. In light of 
your recent statement concerning stream conditions, U.S. EPA believes its 
request for submittal of an alternative plan for the June, 1994 Workplan 
within ninety {90) days of receipt of the letter is fully justified. Also, a 
telephone log developed by 8111 Buller of my staff regarding a conversation 
between you and him on February 15, 1996, indicates that this matter was 
discussed briefly. 

If you have any questions, please call Bill Buller of my staff at (312) 886-
4568. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Little, Chief 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
MI/WI Section 

cc: Mike ·Sickels, IDEM with enclosure 

bee: Larry Johnson, ORC 

I AUTHOR'S FILE copy I 
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' MAR 1 2 1996 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Sam Waldo 
Director of Environmental Affairs 
Amphenol Corporation 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford, Connecticut 

Re: Administrative Order On Consent (AOC) 
(dated November 27, 1990) 

Franklin Power Products/Amphenol 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Waldo: 

DRE-BJ 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is in receipt of 
your February 9, 1996, letter and the enclosed Work Plan for Operable Area 3 
dated February 9, 1996. The U.S. EPA hereby approves the February 9, 1996 
Workplan with the following modifications (items 1-7) as stated below: 

1. Undisturbed soil samples shall be collected at the top of unit Cat 
monitor wells MW-31 and MW-34, and tested for permeability; 

2. Samples shall be collected from a borehole located near the south end of 
Forsythe Street for grain size analysis. In addition, the lithology of 
the borehole shall be continuously logged down to the Unit C interface; 

3. Two aliquots for each split spoon sample shall be collected and placed 
in glass jars; one aliquot used for field PIO testing and the other 
cooled and stored for potential future laboratory analysis; 

4. With the exception of small quantities used for hydration of bentonite, 
addition of water to monitor well boreholes shall be avoided if at all 
possible; 

5. To ensure that the pump tests results are representative of the 
hydraulic conductivity of the aquifer, the Forsythe Street wells shall 
be thoroughly developed by surging as well as pumping/bailing so as to 
significantly reduce the turbidity in the wells; 

6. A profile of the sewer elevation at Forsythe Street shall be included 
with the field results; and 

.. 
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Samples for metal analysis shall be carefully collected to minimize 
turbidity, preferably below 5 Ntu, and the turbidity recorded. 

It is U.S. EPA's understanding as developed during the February 29, 1996, 
telephone conference between Amphenol ·and U.S. EPA representatives, the above 
noted modifications were agreed to, and that should the investigative results 
and interpretations show significant data gaps, collection of additional field 
data is not precluded. Though not discussed in the above noted telephone 
conference, east-west cross sections for the site portion south of Hamilton 
Avenue would be beneficial in defining the geology at operable area 3. It is 
recommended that such cross sections be included in the Area 3 report. In 
addition to the data collected during the field investigation, logs of the 
geoprobe sampling points and local residential/industrial wells, could be used 
to develop these cross-sections. 

In accordance with our understanding developed during the January 31, 1996, 
meeting between Amphenol/U.S. EPA representatives, the Corrective Measures 
Report (CMS) report shall be completed with the submittal of a Supplement to 
Respondent's September 1995 CMS report. The Supplement to the CMS report 
shall include the report for the field investigation and also respond to 
certain comments noted in U.S. EPA's letter of November 14, 1995. In the 
interest of advancing the corrective action process, only responses to the 
following are required for the CMS Supplement: 

1. A table showing all available analytical results for metals of the 
groundwater treatment system effluent discharged to the City of Franklin 
sewer system, the laboratory reports for these analyses, and a 
discussion of the comparative discharge rates of the city of Franklin 
sewer system and the treated groundwater; and 

2. Sufficient data to fully evaluate the existing on-site groundwater 
recovery system. If the evaluation does not demonstrate that the 
existing on-site groundwater recovery system is capable of capturing the 
entire groundwater contaminant plume generated by contaminant release on 
the facility property, additional wells shall be proposed to develop a 
full corrective measure for this plume. 

The February 1996 Workplan and resulting report, and the additional responses 
pertaining to U.S. EPA's November, 1995 letter shall be incorporated into the 
Supplement to the CMS report, and as Respondent prefers, may be presented as 
Appendices to the CMS supplement titled as Technical Memorandums. In the 
February 29, 1996, telephone conference between U.S. EPA and Amphenol 
representatives, Amphenol suggested that an evaluation of the existing on-site 
groundwater recovery system would be completed in the near future. It is 
requested that such evaluation be submitted to U.S. EPA as soon as completed 
so that this may be reviewed. 

Risk assessments pertaining to inorganic constituents in on-site soils have 
been developed by U.S. EPA in accordance with EPA guidelines and are enclosed 
in this letter. In addition, U.S. EPA intends to perform a risk assessment 
for indoor air incorporating the data obtained from the Operable Area 3 field 
investigation. This information will also be provided to you for review. 



• 

• 

3 

U.S. EPA anticipates that these risk assessments will be added (by U.S. EPA) 
as a modification to the Final CMS report. U.S. EPA believes that these 
additional risk assessments are needed so that the public can make an informed 
decision as to remedy selections. If Respondents do not concur with U.S. 
EPA's risk calculations, Respondents should present its own calculations and a 
discussion of such assessments. As pointed out in our February 29 telephone 
conference, proper collection and testing of soil gas at critical locations 
and depths would provide a more definitive data base for the indoor air risk 
assessment. 

In accordance with the time frame given in the February 1996 Workplan for 
completion of the field investigation and allowing for time to obtain site 
access, the Supplement to the CMS report shall be submitted within 90 days of 
receipt of this letter. Upon approval of the CMS report, U.S. EPA will 
rescind the stipulated penalties as assessed in the November 14, 1995, letter. 

U.S. EPA recommends that prior to initiating the field investigation, 
Respondents place the June 13, 1994, RCRA Facility Investigation Report and 
appropriate Technical Memorandums in a repository at Franklin, Indiana for 
public review. 

Respondent's letter of September, 22, 1995, stated that Respondents now 
believe that the no flow conditions of Hurricane Creek wh i ch are needed for 
implementation of the June 14, 1994 Supplemental Work Plan, are not likely to 
occur as previously expected. Respondents shall develop an alternative plan 
to the June 1994 Work Plan and provide such plan as a separate deliverable, 
within ninety (90) days of receipt of this letter. 

If you have any questions, please call Bill Buller of my staff at (312) 886-
4568. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Little, Chief 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 

Enclosure 

cc: J. Michael Jarvis, Franklin Power Products w/o enclosure 
Michael Sickles, IDEM w/enclosure 
John Koehnen, A.T. Kearney w/o enclosure 

bee: Larry Johnson, ORC w/o enclosure 
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MEMORANDUM 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NATIONAL RISK MANAGEMENT RESEARCH LABORATORY 
SUBSURFACE PROTECTION AND REMEDIATION DIVISION 

P.O. BOX 1198 • ADA, OK 74820 

February 27, 1996 OFFICE OF 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

SUBJECT: Amphenol Facility, Franklin, Indiana (96RC05-001) 
Forsythe Street Work Plan 

FROM: Steven D. Acree, Hydrogeologist ~ ~ 
Technical Assistance & Technology Transfer Branch 

TO: Bill Buller, RPM 
U.S. EPA-Region 5 

Per your request for technical assistance dated October 31, 
the referenced document has been reviewed. The plan proposes 
additional studies designed to better define potential ground­
water flow directions, water quality, and hydraulic parameters 
along Forsythe Street. Although the scope of the plan is 
relatively limited, these investigations appear to be generally 
sufficient to allow a screening-level evaluation of potential 
remedial options in this area . Detailed comments and 
recommendations regarding certain aspects of the proposed studies 
are provided below. 

1. The proposed monitoring wells will provide information 
concerning potential ground-water flow directions and water 
quality along and east of Forsythe Street. An useful addition to 
this study would be installation of another well west of Forsythe 
Street. Information from this location would allow better 
evaluation of the potential source(s) of contamination observed 
in Geoprobe samples PGP-7 and PGP-13. 

2. The plan proposes screening of soil samples using a PID. It 
is suggested that samples displaying high PID readings be further 
screened for NAPL using techniques such as soil/water separation 
tests using hydrophobic dye. Such techniques are described in 
detail in recent literature (e.g., Cohen and others, Evaluation 
of visual methods to detect NAPL in soil and water, Ground Water 
Monitoring Review, 12 (4): 132-141, 1992). 

Recycled/Recyclable. Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (40% Postconsurner) 
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3. Sampling and analysis of contaminant concentrations in soil 
vapor are not proposed in this study. As contaminant transport 
through soil gas is of concern in the residential areas of this 
site, it is recommended that a screening-level effort be 
undertaken. Relatively limited sampling in the area of the "hot 
spot" may be useful in screening hazards associated with vapor­
phase transport of contaminants. 

4. Studies designed to evaluate the relationship between Unit B 
and Hurricane Creek are proposed. In addition to these efforts, 
it is suggested that a staff gauge be established for measuring 
surface water elevations concurrent with monitoring of ground­
water elevations. Information regarding stream flow estimates 
upstream and downstream of the site may also be useful in 
evaluating whether this is a gaining or losing reach of the 
creek. It is recommended that these additional investigations be 
considered. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please 
do not hesitate to call me at your convenience (405-436-8609). 
We look forward to future interactions with you concerning this 
and other sites. 

cc: Mike Fitzpatrick (5303W) 
Thad Slaughter, Region 5 
Carol Witt-Smith, Region 5 
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A. T. Kearney, Inc. 

222 West Adams Street 

Chicago, Illinois 60606 

312 6480111 

Facsimile 312 223 6200 

February 15, 1996 

Mr. William Buller 

Management 

Consultants 

Work Assignment Manager 
U.S. EPA Region 5 
77 W. Jackson, D RE-8J 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

RZ2-R05033.01-EP-014 

Reference: EPA Contract No. 68-W4-0006; EPA Work Assignment No. R05033; 
Corrective Action Document Review; Franklin Power Products/Former 
Amphenol Site, Franklin, Indiana; U.S. EPA ID No. IND044587848; 
Review of the Work Plan and Schedule for Additional CMS Work on 
Forsythe Street; Deliverable for Task 2 

Dear Mr. Buller: 

As you requested, the A.T. Kearney Team has reviewed the Franklin Power 
Products/Amphenol Work Plan and Schedule for Additional CMS Work on Forsythe 
Street (Work Plan). The Work Plan was generated as a result of the meeting on 
January 31, 1996 between Amphenol' s representative, Amphenol' s Attorney and 
Consultant, U.S. EPA personnel, U.S. EPA General Council and A.T. Kearney Team 
personnel, as summarized in our February 8, 1996 deliverable. The A.T. Kearney 
Team's review of the Work Plan consisted of an evaluation of the proposed activity and 
schedule against agreements reached during the January 31, 1996 meeting; and a 
review for technical adequacy and to ensure that the goals of the investigation can 
be/will be achieved. 

Based upon this review, several deficiencies were identified. Recommendations for 
revisions to the proposed investigation and suggested additional investigative activities 
are identified below. 

1. An additional well is recommended west of Forsythe Street to supplement MW-
33 and the wells along Forsythe. While MW-33 is necessary to triangulate 
between wells to allow for an assessment of geologic and hydrogeologic 
conditions, an additional well should be installed west of Forsythe Street to 
further evaluate elevated VOC concentrations identified during previous 
investigations. Also, this well will allow for the collection of additional 
geologic and hydrogeologic data and will identify any radial groundwater flow 
patterns (if applicable) and any potential upgradient contaminant sources. 
Revise the Work Plan to include an additional well west of Forsythe Street. 
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Mr. William Buller 
February 16, 1996 
Page 2 of 4 

2. Amphenol has indicated that the geology and hydrogeology in Area 3 has not 
been adequately characterized. The thickness of Unit B is unknown and 
potential interconnections with lower zones have not been investigated. Also, 
the potential for contamination of the lower water bearing zones exists and are 
supported by results of previous investigations. Therefore, in an effort to 
determine the geology and groundwater quality of the lower zones, it is 
recommended that an additional well be installed into the lower aquifer. This 
well should ideally be located adjacent to MW-31 and be of flush-mount 
construction. Revise the Work Plan to include the installation of an additional 
well, in a cluster, near the MW-31 location. Ensure that the well is installed to 
prevent contaminant migration during installation (i.e., double casing, etc.) and 
collect continuous split-spoons samples during the installation. 

3. An element of Task 3 includes screening with a PID during well installation and 
continuous split spoon collection and logging. This procedure was not 
adequately discussed in the Work Plan. It is not clear whether the PID 
screening will include only the headspace above the split-spoon or will include 
the collection of an aliquot of the sample in a jar for headspace screening and an 
additional aliquot for potential shipment to the laboratory. In addition, the 
Work Plan does not describe the criteria that will be used to define whether an 
area has elevated PID readings. The Work Plan also does not present the 
criteria that will be used to determine whether any of the screened samples with 
elevated readings will be sent to the laboratory for analysis in place of or in 
addition to those samples collected from the (approximate) 6-8 foot depth and/or 
the 11-13 foot depth below ground surface. Revise the Work Plan to address 
these concerns. 

4. The Interim Corrective Measure (ICM) at Area 1 is currently being evaluated 
by Amphenol for effectiveness due to the seasonally elevated groundwater 
levels. This assessment should also be conducted with respect to the Forsythe 
Street area. Revise the Work Plan to discuss the groundwater elevations at 
Forsythe Street in relation to the seasonally adjusted elevations at Area 1. 
Identify whether the water column is currently different than would be expected 
throughout the year using the relationship of Area 1 and Area 3. Indicate any 
anticipated effects that the seasonal groundwater level may have on potential 
Interim Corrective Measures. 
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Mr. William Buller 
February 16, 1996 
Page 3 of 4 

5. The Work Plan does not provide any procedures for evaluating the groundwater 
elevation against the elevation of the bottom of the sanitary sewer. Following 
the installation of the monitoring wells , and while surveying their casing 
elevation, determine the elevation of the bottom (invert) of the sanitary sewer at 
several locations along Forsythe Street. This information should be collected by 
removing manhole covers near each monitoring well location, and surveying the 
invert of the sewer pipe. Documenting the exact depth of the sanitary sewer 
with respect to the groundwater table may be beneficial in evaluating 
contaminant transport along the path of the sanitary sewer line. Revise the 
Work Plan to include this additional surveying. 

6. Since the Unit B aquifer is reported to pinch off near Hurricane Creek, an 
additional well or soil boring(s) is suggested for southern Forsythe Street near 
the creek to better define the extent of Unit B. Revise the Work Plan to include 
additional investigation to evaluate the extent of the Unit B aquifer, potentially 
in conjunction with the investigation of Hurricane Creek. 

7. The following discrepancies were identified in the Work Plan. 

The Table 1 footnotes should be clarified to indicate whether one 1-liter 
glass jar will be used for hardness, alkalinity, TSS and TDS combined or 
whether one, 1-liter jar will be used for each parameter. 

The holding time for Mercury is stated to be 14 days. The mercury 
holding time is generally 28 days when in conjunction with inorganics 
analysis, or alternatively 13 days for plastic containers and 38 days for 
glass containers for mercury alone. Revise the Work Plan to ensure that 
holding times appropriate for the specific glassware and analysis are 
presented and followed. 

Table 1 indicates that two Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate 
(MS/MSD) samples will be collected. This should be clarified to 
indicate that only one MS/MSD for each media will be collected, 
however the sample will consist of two additional volumes of sample 
(triple-volume in total). Alternatively, if two separate MS/MSD samples 
are proposed, then indicate how the matrix interferences (i.e., percent 
recovery, precision, etc.) will be evaluated based upon the results of 
these two samples (i.e. , which of the results will be used for evaluation). 
In addition, provide justification why VOC's are the only parameters for 
which MS/MSD samples are proposed or include all parameters. 



Mr. William Buller 
February 15, 1996 
Page 4 of 4 

Table 1 includes five samples for VOC analysis. The current Work Plan 
includes the installation of only four wells. It is assumed that the 
additional sample will be collected from MW-12 as proposed in Task 5. 
If this is an accurate assumption, clarify this discrepancy. If not, 
identify the source of the fifth environmental sample. 

The A.T. Kearney Team fully agrees that the Forsythe Street sampling activity should 
be completed as expeditiously as possible. However we do feel that it is warranted to 
inform Amphenol of the deficiencies and discrepancies noted in the Work Plan, since 
many of the issues discussed include either modifications to the proposed investigation 
or suggest additional sampling. We welcome further discussion between yourself and 
Mr. Robert Young and/or Mr. John Koehnen of the A.T. Kearney Team regarding the 
nature of the comments and their presentation to Franklin/ Amphenol. 

Please feel free to contact me or the A.T. Kearney Work Assignment Manager, Mr. 
John Koehnen, at 312/223-6253 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

~ ½-ktl>~-
Patricia M. Brown-Derocher 
Regional Manager 

cc: F. Norling, RPO EPA Region 5 
W. Jordan/Central Files 
J. Koehnen 
R. Young 
A. Williams 
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Amphenol 

-henol Corporation 

World Headquarters 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford, CT 06492 
Telephone (203) 265-8900 

February 9, 1996 

Mr. Paul Little 

By Telecopy and 
Overnight Delivery 

Chief, MI/WI Enforcement Section 
Enforcement & Compliance Assurance Branch 
U.S. EPA, Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: Administrative Order on Consent dated November 27,1990 
Franklin Power Products Co./ Amphenol Corporation (Respondents) 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Little: 

In accordance with the agreements reached at our meeting of January 31 , 1996, I have enclosed a 
work plan and schedule for the performance of investigative activities leading to the preparation 
of a supplement to the Corrective Measures Study (CMS) report. We plan to include a report on 
the data collection activities as a technical memorandum attached to the Supplemental CMS 
report as an appendix. I trust this format will be acceptable. Pursuant to the above agreement, and 
upon approval of the enclosed plan, USEP A has agreed to rescind its imposition of all stipulated 
penalties, as described in its November 14, 1995 letter, as well as any other fines, interest or other 
penalties it may have sought to assess with respect to this particular matter. 

The schedule is based on elapsed time rather than specific dates for compliance. This was done 
primarily to take into account the time it may take EPA to review and approve this work plan and 
potential timing problems which could result from our request to the City of Franklin to perform 
work in their right-of-way. Aside from these two matters, which are outside our control, we 
believe that the presented schedule is aggressive but achievable and is within the time frame 
discussed at our meeting. 

Please contact me at (203)265-8760 if you have any questions regarding the enclosed. 

mcerely~)l)k 
amuel S. w\ 1do -

Director, Environmental Affairs 



Distribution: 

J. M. Jarvis, Franklin Power Products 
J. H. Keith, EarthTech 
W. Buller, USEPA 
T. Linson, IDEM 
S. Gard, Esq., Franklin Power Products 
P. Perez, Esq., Amphenol 
L. Johnson, Esq., USEPA 
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Fchruary 9, 1996 

Sam Waldo 
Director, Environmental Affairs 
Amphenol Corp. 
358 Hall Avenue 
Wallingford, CT 06492-7530 

Suhj: Work Plan and Schedule for Additional CMS Work on Forsythe Street 

Dear Mr. Waldo: 

1l1is work plan ucscribcs the tasks anu schcuulc to auurcss grounu water 4uality anu 
suhsurfacc conuitions along Forsythe Street hctwccn Hamilton Avenue anu Hurricane Creek in 
Franklin, lnuiana (Operable Arca 3 in the CMS report) . 1l1c work will he unucrtakcn pursuant 
to the unucrstanuing reachcu at our 1/31/96 meeting with EPA Region 5. 

Description of Tasks 

1l1c tasks ucscrihcd below will audrcss the following : 

I. Levels of VOCs, metals, and total and amenable CN in Unit B ground water, particularly 
trichlorocthcnc (TCE) and tctrachloroclhcnc (PCE); 

2. Levels of these constituents in suhsurfacc soils; 

3. Aquifer characteristics of the saturatcu portion of Unit B; 

4 . Physical characteristics of subsurface soils relating to possible corrective measures; 

5. Other grounu water parameters relating to possible corrective measures; 

6. Locating anu uctcrmining the elevations (if possible) of the intersection of the saturated 
portion of Unit B with the hcu o_f Hurricane Creek; 

7. Completing a supplement to the CMS report addressing possihlc corrective mca.-;urcs in 
Operable Arca 3. 

Task 1 - Secure Ncccssarv Permits for Off Site Work 

A copy of this work plan will be forwarucu to Mr. Rick Littleton, Superintendent of the 
Franklin Boaru of Public Works. Permission will be rcqucstcu to install the wells ucscrihcu in 
Task 2 within the puhlic right-of-way along the cast side of Forsythe Street and Ross Court 
(sec attached Figure). l11c Boaru generally meets on the second and fourth Tuesdays or the 
month . 

Bl./kak/RE/\\a:\<,.E.\072-P\CMS21'ROl'.l>~C A A T H ® T E C H 

f ,I t ,11111 ll· 
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Task 2 - Install Ground Water Monitoring Wells 

Four monitoring wells will be installed at locations shown in the allachcd Figure. Well MW-
31 is placed near an apparent TCE 'hot spot" near PGP-lJ , ahout 200 feet north or the entrance 
to Ross Court (sec CMS report , Appendix A, Sheet 60). Wells MW-32 and MW-33 will 
ground water flow . and the [X)tcntial for movement of contaminants hencath the Forsythe Street 
sanitary sewer. Well MW-34 will provide adJitional information ahout suhsurfacc conJitions 
hctwccn the "hot spot" anJ Hamilton Avenue. Well MW-31 may he constructcJ of 4-inch 
SchcJulc 40 PVC with 0.010-inch slnttcJ screen fur use in pump tests if the saturatcJ 1.onc is 
thick enough. Wells MW-32, -33 , and -34 will be constructed of thrcaJcd 2-inch SchcJulc 40 
PVC with 0.010-inch slotted screen. Ten-foot screen lengths were used at the RFI site, hut 
hccausc the saturated portion of Unit B will he shallower anJ thinner, we expect to use 5-foot 
screens for most wells. l11c Jctcrmination of actual well size anJ screen length will he 
dctennincd in the liclJ, as will the final location of MW-34 Wells will he installed and 
Jcvcloped as outlincJ in the IT Work Plan and the RFI/CMS QAPjP, except that a locking 
flush mount cap will be providcJ instcaJ of a stickup protective cover. Cullings will he 
JrummcJ anJ rcturncJ to the Hurricane RciaJ facility for storage prior to disposal. 

Task 3 - Determine Suhsurfacc Soil Conditions 

Each of the four well borings will be continuously sampled hy split spoon, scrccncJ with a PIO 
and dcscrihcd hy an Earth Tech geologist as outlincJ in the IT Work Plan and the RFI/CMS 
QAPjP. Two soil samples will he collcctcJ at each horing location, one from a depth interval 
that encompasses the sanitary sewer (approximately 6-8 feet), and one from just ahovc the 
water table (approximately 11-13 feet). These sampling intervals may he revised in the lic!J 
hascd upon screening results. Analyses of soil samples for VOCs, metals and cyaniJcs will he 
conducted as outlined in the IT Work Plan and the RFI/CMS QAPjP. Tahlc I su1mnari1.cs all 
sample information for soils. Additional soils will he collected from the two sample intervals 
and suhmittcd to a local gcotcchnical lahoratory for grain size analysis (ASTM 0-422). 

Task 4 - Determine Unit B Aquifer Characteristics 

Following installation or the monitoring wells. each well location will he surveyed, anJ the top 
of casing (TOC) and grounJ elevation will he dctcrmincJ. One round of tapedown 
measurements will he maJc at the four new wells. and on the Hurricane Road property 
(excluding the ICM pumping wells). We anticipate that ground water conditions ,~ong 
Forsythe Street may preclude the use of a full pump test at the four monitoring wells. If this is 
the case . we propose to use mini-rate pump tests using a data logger anJ pressure transducer 
as for the RF!. With the permission of the City of Franklin, pump water will he Jischargcu 
into the sanitary sewer. Unit B hyuraulic conuuctivity anJ transmissivity will he dctcrmincu 
from the pump test Jata. Pcrmcahility will he calculatcu from grain si1.c analyses conducted 
unucr Task 3. A Unit B contour map will he gcncratcu hascu on the tapcuown results . 

2 
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Task 5 - Determine Unit B Ground Water Quality 

One round of ground \Valer samples will be collected fro m each of the four new monitoring 
wells. To cstahlish some continuity with the RF! site , we rccommcm.l collecting a set or water 
samples from MW-12 as well. Analyses of water sample:, for YOCs, metals and cyanides will 
be conducted as outlined in the IT Work Plan and the RFI/CMS QAPjP. Table I summarizes 
a.II sample information for ground water. Water samples will be collected unlillcrcd for a.II 
parameters , including meta.ls and cyanides. l11e parameters Hardness , pH , alkalinity, 
conductivity, TDS , DO, TSS , Ca, Mg, Mn and Fe (no CLP-like data package) will he used in 
design considerations during the evaluation of possible corrective measures involving ground 
water treatment. DO, pH and conductivity will he measured by Earth Tech in the field . 

Task 6 - Determine Relationship of the Saturated portion of Unit B With Hurricane Creek 

Field ohscrvations suggest that the saturated portion or Unit B may discharge to Hurricane 
Creek near the storm sewer outfall. 111c bed of Hurricane Creek appears to he cntrcnchcd in 
Unit C hctwccn the Forsythe Street Bridge and the storm sewer outfall. 111c north hank of 
Hurricane Creek and the stream holtom will be investigated visually in an effort to determine: 

• At what rxiint on Hurricane Creek upstream from the storm sewer docs apparent recharge 
from the north bank begin; 

• At what point on Hurricane Creek docs the stream bottom hegin entrenching into Unit C; 

• At what rxiint downstream is the base of Unit B above stream level, and is there apparent 
recharge from Unit B at this location; 

• l11e stream holtom gradient between the storm sewer outfall and the bridge. 

l11is information may or may not he obtainable, depending upon conditions along the creek. 
l11crc arc indications that Hurricane Creek has hecn channelized in the past. Excavating and 
spoil dumping may have ohlitcratcd stream hank features to the extent that Unit B and C 
contacts cannot he identified hy sim.plc ohscrvation. High water or hank-full flow conditions 
could also prevent the identification of hank features. If Earth Tech can locate these features , 
they will he flagged and the locations and elevations surveyed and related to other on- and off 
site features. 111c stream bottom elevations and gradient between the Forsythe Street Bridge 
and the stonn sewer outfall will he determined in any case. 

Task 7 - Prepare CMS Report Supplement fl.ir Operable Arca 3 

Possible corrective measures for Opcrahlc Arca 3 will he proposed and evaluated based on 
knowledge about Forsythe Street gained during the RF! and the present licld work. 111c 
supplement is a separate document, with figures, tahlcs, sheets and appendices. It will he 
distrihutcd with the CMS rcrxirt hy EPA Region 5 for puhlic review and commcnt. 
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Reports 

Monthly progress report will be submitted to EPA Region 5 by the 10th of each month 
beginning in March, 1996, through the completion and submittal of the drafl report. 

Schedule 

See attached Table 2. The project will upon approval of this work plan by EPA Region 5, and 
upon the granting of a license by the Franklin Board of Public Works to install monitoring 
wells within the city right-of-way. 

cc: Larry Johnson, EPA Region 5 
Sam Waldo, Amphenol Corp. 
Mike Jarvis, Franklin Power Products 
Susan Gard, SerVaas, Inc. 
Thomas Linson, IDEM 
Rick Littleton, Franklin Board of Public Works 

Formerly \VW' Engineering & Sl· ien<·e 

4 
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Table 2. Proposed Schedule 

Task No. Week 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1* 
2 
3 
4 --5 
6 -7 

* - The project will begin only after EPA approval of the Work Plan, and completion of Task I 

HL/lak/REA\a :\G .E.\07243\C~1SZPROP.D<K' 
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' Tahle 1. Sample Summary 

Matrix No. Samples Analysis/ Blanks Dupes MS/D Preservative Holding Time 
Container (eqpt./trip) 

Water 5 voes, 2-40 mJ VOA 1/1 I 2 Cool 4° C; 14 days 
HCI pH<2 

4 Metals, I L poly (includes Ca, 1/0 I 0 Cool 4° C; 6 mos, Hg-14 
Mg, Mn and Fe) HN03 pH<2 days 

4 Total CN, 1 L glass, 1/0 1 0 Cool 4° C; 14 days 
Amenable CN, lL glass NaOH pH>l2 

4 Hardness* 0/0 0 0 Cool 4° C 6 mos 
Alkalinity * Cool 4° C 14 days 
TDS , TSS * Cool 4° C 7 days 

Soil 8 voes, 125 mJ VOA 1/1 l 2 Cool 4° C 14 days 

8 Metals 1/0 1 0 Cool 4° C metals 6 mos 
Total/ Amenable CN, I L glass CN 14 days 

8 grain size (ASTM D-422), 1 L 0/0 0 0 none none 
glass 

* - a sample for these parameters will consist of a IL glass jar, cooled to 4° C; no preservative. 

BL/l;ik/REA\~:\G.E.10724 3101S2PROP.OOC 
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A.T. Kearney, Inc. 

222 West Adams Street 

Chicago, Illinois 60606 

312 64801II 

Facsimile 312 223 6200 

February 8, 1996 

Mr. William Buller 

Management 

Consultants 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 - DRE-8J 
77 W. Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604 

RZ2.R05033.0l.lD.013 

D, 3, / 

Reference: EPA Contract No. 68-W4-0006; REPA Work Assignment No. R05033; 
Former Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol, Franklin, Indiana; EPA ID 
No.lND044587848; Corrective Measures Study Conditions of Approval 
Meeting Summary (January 31, 1996); Task 02 Deliverable 

Dear Mr. Buller: 

This letter deliverable presents the Kearney Team's summary of the key elements of the 
meeting between the Franklin Power/Amphenol Representatives (Amphenol), U.S. EPA and 
General Council, and A.T. Kearney. The meeting occurred from approximately 1:00 pm to 
4:00 pm on January 31, 1996. The focus of the meeting was to discuss the current site 
conditions at the Forsythe Street Area near the facility and to define the required corrective 
measures for the contaminated soils and groundwater. 

The meeting attendees were: 

• Plinio Perez - Amphenol 
• Sam Waldo - Amphenol 
• Jim Kieth - Earth Tech (Amphenol's Contractor) 
• Bill Buller - U.S. EPA Region 5 
• Larry Johnson - U.S. EPA Region 5 General Council 
• Paul Little - U.S. EPA Region 5 
• Rob Young - A. T. Kearney 
• John Koehnen - A.T. Kearney 

The initial focus of the meeting was the need for Amphenol to define the potential corrective 
measures for the Forsythe Street Area. This was noted as a major deficiency in the Revised 
Corrective Measure Study (CMS) Report which was submitted by Amphenol in late 1995. At 
this time limited investigation at the Forsythe Street Area have identified VOC contamination at 
levels over 200 times MCL's . U.S. EPA presented the position that while these data are 
limited to Geoprobe results, a range of corrective measures for the area could be evaluated. 
Also, U.S. EPA indicated that if additional data are required, these data requirements could be 
better focused if a corrective measure strategy was identified. This issue was discussed in 
detail. However, Amphenol representatives remained in at least partial disagreement. 
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Mr. William Buller 
February 8, 1996 
Page 2 

After extensive talks on the subject, a potential compromise was suggested. Amphenol would 
submit information on potential corrective measures, using assumptions where necessary . At 
this point a meeting was held between the U.S. EPA Personnel and the A.T. Kearney Team 
only. Several options were identified, with the most critical element being the progression of 
any corrective measure evaluation and selection without delay. A final compromise was 
reached by which Amphenol would be given additional time to perform investigative activities 
at the Forsythe Street Area. These activities would be limited to the collection of data to define 
the physical parameters of area soils and the characteristics of the area groundwater. 
Additionally, the collection of soils and groundwater samples for an extensive, but undefined, 
parameter list was agreed to, for use in defining the nature of the geologic and hydrogeological 
characteristics of the area. This would allow for a more detailed proposal of potential 
corrective measures and aid in defining the nature and extent of VOC contamination at the 
Forsythe Street Area. U.S. EPA also decided to eliminate a series of seasonal monitoring 
events proposed by Amphenol which would have significantly delayed the identification of 
corrective measures and potential interim measures. 

The following general schedule was agreed to during the meeting: 

• Amphenol will submit a schedule of implementation and summary of 
investigative tasks to U.S . EPA on February 9, 1996. 

• This information will be reviewed by U.S. EPA and either approved as is, or 
with modifications (e.g. , sample numbers , locations , media types, depths, etc.). 

• Upon approval of the proposed investigation, Amphenol will initiate field 
activities at the earliest possible date, continuing investigations at the Forsythe 
Street Area until data requirements are met. 

• The resulting data will be concurrently reviewed by the U.S. EPA and 
Amphenol to develop an appropriate corrective measure/interim measure for the 
Forsythe Street Area. 

• Within 60 days of receipt (and transmittal to U.S. EPA) of the investigative 
data, Amphenol will submit a CMS Report addendum to U.S . EPA which will 
be considered the CMS for the Forsythe Street Area. 

• Upon receipt of the Forsythe Street CMS Report, U.S. EPA will perform a 
technical review of the submittal and provide either approval of the document, a 
notice of deficiency or conditions of approval to Amphenol. 

• Upon U.S . EPA approval of the CMS Report addendum, a Statement of Basis 
(SB) will be prepared by the Agency. After completion, the SB will be placed 
on public notice for review. 
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Mr. William Buller 
February 8, 1996 
Page 3 

The information presented above constitutes the Kearney Team's interpretation of the outcome 
of the meeting with Amphenol. In addition, since the CMS at the Forsythe Street Area will be 
submitted as an addendum to the existing CMS Report, it is suggested that U.S. EPA review 
the most recent deficiency comments on the revised CMS submitted by the Kearney Team on 
November 10, 1995, (Document Control Number RZ2-R05033.01-ID-008) since additional 
issues may be outstanding and may warrant review by U.S. EPA prior to approval of the 
Revised CMS. 

Please contact me or the Kearney Team Work Assignment Manager, Mr. John Koehnen, at 
312/223-6253, if you have any questions . 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Brown-Derocher 
Regional Manager 

Enclosures 

cc: F. Norling, EPA Region 5 
W. Jordan, Central Files 
J. Koehnen 
R. Young 
A. Williams 

• 
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Amphenol 
phenol Corporation 

"4:_..,r1d Headquarters 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford, CT 06492 
Telephone (203) 265-8900 

Lawrence Johnson 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

FEDERAL EXPRESS 

December 15, 1995 

RE: Administrative Order on Consent Dated November 27, 1990 
IND 044 587 848 - Franklin, IN ("Site") 

Enclosures: 1) Letter dated September 22, 1995 from S. Waldo 
(Amphenol) tow. Buller (USEPA) 

2) Copy of newspaper article in the Weekend Daily 
Journal, Johnson County, IN. 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

On August 15, 1995 Mr. W. Buller of the USEPA sent a letter 
to Mr. s. Waldo (Amphenol) with comments on a draft Corrective 
Measures study (CMS) for the above referenced Site. Mr. Waldo 
responded to Mr. Buller's concerns in a letter dated September 22, 
1995. Amphenol did not receive any further communications from 
USEPA until November 20th when it received a lettar from P. Little 
(USEPA Enforcement) seeking to subject Amphenol to stipulated 
penal ties under the Consent Order. On November 30th Amphenol 
responded by invoking the Dispute Resolution, Reservation of 
Rights, and the Excusable Delays provisions of the Consent Order. 
Amphenol also expressed its disappointment that US EPA assessed 
penal ties unilaterally, without consul tat ion and without responding 
to repeated offers to meet and discuss any and all of the issues 
addressed in the revisions to the CMS. On December ~ 1995 Mr. 
Buller telephone Mr. Waldo and suggested that a meeting take place 
on December 19, 1995 to discuss this matter. Mr. Little in his 
November 20th letter and Mr. Buller in his phone conversation with 
Mr. _Waldo have made it clear that the only substantive area of 
concern is Amphenol' s "failure" to provide "sufficient remedy 
options" for the area along Forsythe Street. 
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Amphenol has certainly welcomed and encouraged informal 
discussions amongst the technical people. In fact, Amphenol 
strongly believes that an informal meeting is the only context in 
which meaningful progress can be made at the Site. However, in 
view of the formality of the communications that have been 
exchanged between the parties, Amphenol is concerned about the 
legal status, or lack thereof, of the meeting proposed by Mr. 
Buller. Specifically, we are at a point in which USEPA has sought 
to impose Stipulated Penalties. Amphenol has replied by invoking 
its right to dispute resolution and raising certain defenses. 
Under the Consent Order there is a thirty day (30) period for USEPA 
to attempt to resolve the dispute. Amphenol believes that this 
requires USEPA to provide an individual with technical knowledge, 
other than Mr. Buller, who can evaluate objectively the positions 
taken by Mr. Buller for the Agency vis-a-vis Amphenol's response. 
We believe that at such a hearing Amphenol should be represented 
by Counsel and its technical advisors. If this is the type of 
meeting USEPA is proposing, Amphenol is ready to schedule it at a 
mutually convenient date. Amphenol, however, would rather schedule 
an informal discussion between technical staff at this time. If 
you are in agreement, we respectfully request that USEPA send us 
a letter indicating that the 30 day period for dispute resolution 
will be stayed until USEPA provides written notice otherwise. 

Please understand that Amphenol' s position has never been 
recalcitrant in any way. In fact, to the contrary, we have 
voluntarily installed an interim remedial measure at the plant. 
John Bonsett, the county's Director of Environmental Health, has 
been quoted as saying th.at Amphenol has been aggressive in trying 
to correct the problems at the Site and that he has been "highly 
impressed" with our efforts (see newspaper article enclosed.) 
Notwithstanding our heretofore cooperative demeanor, we firmly 
believe, and have been advised by our environmental consultants, _ 
that it is technically not feasible to propose remedial options at 
this time because we simply lack the data to propose a system that 
can address conditions along Forsythe Street in any meaningful way·. 
This is why we have proposed the installation of permanent 
monitoring wells to assess constituent concentration and potential 
movement over time (see the enclosed letter for a detailed 
discussion.) In addition, there are very difficult access problems 
which may make it impossible to place a remediation system next to 
sewer lines which run under a street in a residential neighborhood. 
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Amphenol fails to understand the pressing nature of the 
requirement to propose remedial alternatives at this time, before 
we can gather the necessary data, in light of the fact that we have 
already concluded a risk assessment (RCRA Facility Investigation 
or RFI) which was approved by EPA on July 22, 1994. In Section 5.6 
of the approved RFI, groundwater was determined to be an 
effectively incomplete pathway for human exposure, with minimal 
attendant risk. The results of the Supplemental Investigation 
performed along Forsythe Street did nothing to alter this 
conclusion (see Section 7.5 of the approved RFI.) In the face of 
this study Amphenol does not understand why Mr. Buller has 
communicated to us that USEPA is planning to send a letter to the 
neighbors along Forsythe Street unnecessarily alarming them about 
the "risks," or "dangers," that these constituents may pose to 
them. Amphenol is concerned that such a letter would create an 
atmosphere of hysteria and litigation in the neighborhood while 
contributing nothing to the safety of the residents. Amphenol 
strongly advises USEPA to consider the possible or likely 
consequences of such an action specifically when local officials 
have been copied and advised of the data generated at the Site and 
they have not .indicated that such a letter would be necessary or 
helpful. Therefore, Amphenol requests that local officials 
participate in any meeting involving notification/information at 
the Site. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have any 
questions or comments please contact the undersigned at 203/265-
8638. 

PP/mss 
cc: w. Buller 

s. Gard (w/encl.) 
P. Little 
G. Pendygraft 
s. Waldo 
E. Wetmore 

Very truly yours, 

-/k~ 
Plinio Perez 
Associate General Counsel 
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UNITED STA TES ENVIRONME 
NATIONAL RISK MANAGEMEr 
SUBSURFACE PROTECTION 

P.O. BOX 1198 • 

December 5, 1995 
OFFICE OF 

RESFAACHANr'l ~V,:1 OPMF'NT 

Amphenol Facility, Franklin, Indiana (96RC0~-001) 
Corrective Measures Study 

Steven D. Ac:L1:::1::: , Hyc.lrugeclogist ~ ~ ~4 ·------
Technical Assistance & Technology Transfer Branch 

Bill Buller, RPM 
U.S. EPA-Region 5 

Per your request for tech...~ical assistance da~ed October 31, 
the referenced document has been L1:::v.:..l;w~u. The reporc describes 
potentially applicable remedial technologies and alternatives for 
three Operable Units at the site. Capital costs and evaluations 
Cif -ihmre-ground treettment technologies were not reviewed in 

detail. In general, it appears that site conditions necessary tc 
evaluate contaminant. transport anct tate processes/rates are not 
well defined, particularly in Operable Unit (OU) 3. RelativP-ly 
i ittle information regarding site hydrogeology and contaminant 
riaturc / diotribution appears to be available fuL· Lh l:::; part of the 
site. This lack of information impacts evaluations of applicable 
remedial options and technologies . The report notes a iack of 
informetinn in this are~. However, it does not app~.::ir that the 
installation of the three proposed monitoring wells will be 
sufficient: to fill these data gaps. Detailed comments and 
recommendations regarding this issue and other concerns are 
provided below . 

General Comments 

1 _ Ground-water flow rates/directions and cont.ami r,.-:int 

distribution, migration rates, and fate are not well defined in 
the ;:i.rc.::i of Forsythe Sti.-eet. The 9.t.uu.rnl-wc1.ter quality data 
available from Geoprobe samples indicate significant impact in 
this area. However, the extent of ground-water contamination is 
not defined. The report. appear~ t .n ;:; c::i:rnme that g::::-oilnd-wa.:.~r flow 

..... ' ....... -....... .. . 
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in this ar~d is to the south and that contamination detected in 
samples from PGP-6, PGP-7, and PGP-13 is not reiated to site 
activities . These assumptions are not supported by site-specific 
qata . Data are not available t o define potential ground-water 
flow directions ir. OU-3. In addition, the geologic cross section 
through thi3 area indicates the permeable material::; .l. 11 Unit B may 
be pinching out prior to reaching Hurricane Creek. This would 
indicate that ground-water flow may nor. be south in this area. 
dontamination n~t-.F.r.t-.FKi ~r rhi:? Geoprc,be locations west of Fore:ythe 
Street may be related ~o migration following release from the 
~ 1,;1.11lLary sewer line. Dar.a from additional welJ.s in this area 
would be required to define ·potential qround-water f l ow 
directions and contaminant transport and evaluate potential 
remedial optiono. 

2,. Based on site history and contaminant concentrations in 
ground w:at~r there is a moderH1".~ t-.c"l high p"t'obability t.hat. dense 
nonaqueous phase liquids (DNAPL ) were released to the su~surface 
~.d may still l.>i; yresent.. Depending ·on s i te conditions, such 
organic liquids may reprasent a major, continuinq source for 
ground-water contamination that may be impracticable to remove. 
Site characterization wac not conducted to provide data to 
evaluate potential DNAPL distribution in detail. This represents 
a; major source of uncertainty in the evaluation of potential 
~emedial options and technologies . . It is r~c.ommP.nrled that all 

future investigations and remedial actions be conducted so as to 
acquire infoi--mation .Lt:lt;!vduL Lu DNAPL ,presence and potential . 
distribution. It is also recommended that all wells screened in 
Vnit Bin areas where chlorinated solvents may have been released 
hi=r: m(")nitored for ~ccumulations of DNi\PL. Soil oo.mplea ~hould be 
obtained during any additional well installations in potential 
DNAPL zones and screened tor indica~ions of DNAPL using such 
t~chniques as soil/water separation tests with hydrophobic dyP-, 
sbreening using an OVA, etc. 

3. The vertical extent o:: ground-water co:1.tamination does not 
appear to be well defined. Data from relatively few borings were 
available to describe site stratigraphy <'3T'ln grrnmd-w~ter quality 
in units below Unit B. Depending on site c onditions, DNAPL 
cont;:;i.ining the contaminant:;,; [uu.ml dL this sit.e may be relatively 
mobile in the subsurface and may be capable of migrating throuqh 
units often considered to be aquitards. The information 
presented in this report was n n t" ~,,¥Fi~i~nt to conclude that 
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· units deeper tha:-i Unit Bare not currently impacteci or will not 
be impacted in the future. It appears that additional 
i nves t igationc m~y b e required to define the potential for 
vertical contaminant transport. 

4. Evaluations of the effectiv~n~~~ nf m~ny remedial 
technologies and alternatives described in this document appeared 
to be c:ul.·sory c::1.rn.l ll l ~hl y :subjective. supporcing data and 

calculations to justify the evaluations of many of the 
technologies presented in Table 5.2 were neither provided nor 
r@ferQnced. Fer examp l e , vertical bur~icro su=h as a slu~ry wa l l 
were screened from further consideration without providing 
sutticient justification. Such technology may ultimately be 
applicable for improving containment arounci isl ~rnirre 8.rea such as 

a DNAPL zone in Unit B. Such containment may increase the 
pot:.ential £01.· resto.L c:1.L..i.uu .l.u areas dcwngrad1ent of a continuing 
source. Use o f interceptor trenches/drains was also screened 
witho·ut providing sufficient ·rationale. I t is reccmmended that 
mhrP. detailed justification for such screening dcoio i ons be ' 
provided for review . In addition, dewatering and use of soil 
vapor extraction as a method for source reduction/ removal was not 
considered. It is recommended that this approach to !:;Oll'r<":i:> 

r~moval be evaluated. 

5< It appears that the need for corrective measures to remove 
or control vapor-phase contamination was not considered in the 
refP.rP.nrAn rlocumo::"nt . Contaminants m«y volatilize from c. NAI"L 
source in the vadose zone or from contaminated ground water. It 
l~ not clear whether cransport or such contamination and risks to 
nearby residential areas were considered in previous document~. 
It is recommended that such contamination be evaluated and 
remedial mcoourcs propo5ed, ae warranted. 

s.pecitic Comment~ 

6. Sections .?.6.1 and 5.1, p. 15 and 23 
The repoi:-t staLt:!:;; Lhi;:1.L PGP-6, PGP- 7, and PGP· .u are 

upgradient from the Ai~phenol facility and that contamination 
detected at these locations is r.ot related to the plume from the 
facility . The ~v~ilRble data do not appear to b~ cufficicnt to 
support these conclusions. Ground-water flow directions in this 
area are uuL wel l defined. Data from additional 
wells / piezometers in this area would be required to support such 
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conclusions. In addition, DNAPL :.ransport i n t he suns:,i-rf.::ir.P may 
be highly complex and may occur i n directions t hat are 
hydraulically upgradient fr:0u1 Lli.t: Lt;lt!i;;l:Se points. such cransport 
may result i n aqueous-phase contaminant distribution that is 
different from patterns that would be expected from other more 
~CJnv~nt. i r.n ;::i 1 ~ nnt aminant sour~es. . 

1. section 4 . ~, p. ~1 
Insufficient information was provided to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the current ground-water ext ract i on system. 
D.:ito. provided in Table 4 .1 incii1;:ate relativel y l,l..i..ulmct.l drawdowns. 
Cursory examination of these data indicate that the effect i veness 
of this system in lowering ground-water elevations below the 
level of t h~ !-:t.l'Yl'"Tn c::iP.wer and in p:::-eventing migration of 

ground-water from this area is quest i onable . It appears that 
~dditional moni toring of existing we l ls anct, possibly, addi tional 
wel l /piezometer installat i on would be required to demonstrate 
effectiveness of thi.~ Eiystem. It does not appear ~hat · the· five 
v?ells cuggcot:cd .:l.O .moniJ:oring points in the 1.-eport will Lt: 
sufficient to fully define ground-water capt ure in this area. 

8. Section 5 . 2.5.1 . ?., p . ?7 

The report indicated that excavation of all contaminated 
~ull~ would probably not be feasible. ~ufficient ctata were not 
available to fully evaluate this conclusion. In general . in situ 
technologies for DNAFL removal below the water table are not 
proven effective .:::i.t restoration to loackground conditions. 
Excavation and ex situ treatment represent t he only approach 
app! icable f or attempting restoration at many DNAPL sites. 
However, even: these technolo<;iP.~ mny nnt h e effe-ctivQ due to a.n 

inability to define DNAPL distribution in detail or excavate all 
impacted ~u..i..l:;;. Limited excavacion of impacted soils is 
discussed an~ may be applicable for a contaminant mass reduction 
objective if such areas are better defined during future 
~ nVE'!$;t". i g.-=i ti nn~ . 

9 . Seccion 5.2.5.2.J, p. 30 
Air sparging is d i scussed and, ultimate l y, inco~porated into 

several remedial alternatives. It appears that this 'technology 
i s proposed for both oourcc reduction/removal and pr.dvenL.i.uH u.C 
further migration of contaminated ground water . In general, the 
effectiveness ot air spargi~g for these remedial objectives is 
not well defined , particularly for sites where DN.a.PT. m;:iy h P 

..,._ .... .- . ,. ... . - · ·· -· -- - ·- -~-... ..- .- ... -- .......... ,, .. .• ·-· ···- ·,··-··h·,' - ..... . . · -·- ·--···· · · -··· -- ·--.... ... __ ., ..,_ . ,_. ... ,. _ _ ,_, . . ,. ~- -···-- - - ·· ~- .... _ ..... ,_ __ , 
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· . •• ; · ,~r.,- , · . • . ...,. , , ~· ' , ._ . -·- ·:: ·- .:- : ... 
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present. Studies indicate that air sp~rged into the saturated 
zone tends to establish and travel in discrete pathways. As 
such, the air may not contact much of the ooil and ground-water 
in ~he sparging zone, limiting the effectiveness of this 
technology. This li~itation may be co~pounded at a site where 
DNAPL exists in the saturated zone. The air would tend t .C"'> h"" 
diverted by small changes in t~e permeability of site materials 
and may be defle:::ted around lowc:r pc::::nnee1.l.J.i.llLy .CeciLu::-es above 
which DNAPL may be trapped. As with any in-situ techno_ogy, the 
l imitations are site specific and may require an extended pilot 
::::t. nrly t-n evaluate t h e potential effectiveness. 

~o. ~eccion 6.5, p. 44 
The evaluation of the effectiveness of this alternative in 

meeting corrective act i on objectives appears to be overly 
optimistic. As previously noted, Lhi:::: ef[t:cL.l. v ~rn;!::::i:::; of the 
current ground-water extraction system has not been demonstrated 
and the e"ffect:iveness of . the proposed air sparging system may be 
limited hy ~ir.FI. r.on<1it i.ons and cth<er factors. 

1.1. seccion 8.0, p. 4'/-!:>U 

The reco~mended alternative does not include technologies 
for capture of contaminated ground-water in the Forsythe Street 
Cl.rco. I"otcr..tially applicable technologies may include 
ground-water extraction using wells, well points, or drains and 
incorporation of physical barriers to ground-water flow. 
Sufficient information ~ ~ r.11rr1=mr 1 y not available to define 
ground-water flow and contaminant transport/fate in this area and 
evalu~L~ ~uGh remedial options in detail. ~n addition, it does 
not appear that the three proposed monitoring wells will be 
sufficient to fully define contaminant distribution in this area. 
At - minimum, it io recommended that additional wells be 
installed west of Forsythe Street to provide potentiometric 
information and determine whether contaminants detected in 
~eoprobe samples are related to facility operations. DP.~~ne1ing 
on the inforT.ation currently available, additional information 
reg.:irding hydraulic properties may also be w:::t.:<.11::u. LQ evaluate 
remedial system designs. 

12. Section 8.2, p . 48 
Semiann~al monitoring of ground-water elevation/quality and 

su~face water qudllLy l~ proposed during performance of the 
proposed corrective action. In general , a greate::::- fi;equency for 

. ·- - -- .. __ ,,_ , ___ _ 4,.. ..... ... ·1 .. _. .. ,.,, . ,. _ __ _ ·-- ·. - · -· .- . , ..... - ...... . .---· - - · ···-
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qround-water elevations should be proposed unti: site conrl 'i ti cm ."l 

and temporal variations are better defined. It is suggested that 
rnoni toring on a monthly o r quai.: t~L ly l.>ci:;i.i.;;:; b~ c.;unsider.ed as a 

minimum until sufficient data are available to better define site 
hydrogeology and effecciveness of the current extraction system. 

13. Section 8.2, p. 49 
~he report suggescs that the current extraction .system will 

be effective in ~educinq contaminant concentrations in soils over 
time. Insufficient da~a regarding contaminant nature and 
distribution have been acquired to supporc o r l::lVcilu<:1.l.~ tbis 
conclusion. Assuming ground-water contamination is sourced 
primarily by DNAPL in the saturated zone, the current extraction 
systP.m mr1y hP. r~L:itivP.1.y ineff-=t:tive in removing contaminant mace 
or reducing concentrations in a reasonable time frame. 

14. Section 8.2, p. 50 
rhe report · suggeS'C.S that sufficient data will be collected 

t,6 : evaluate' natur~l .:i.ttcnuation proce~:Ses. which may l;:ie 
effectively reducing contaminant concentrations in the 
subsurface. In general, much more information than the proposed 
data collection efforts would ht=! rP-<111ired to define the roles of 
such processes at this site. Intrinsic remediation of the 
compou.n.1.h, u.i: i.:uuc.:~rn at this site 1s an area o! continuing 
research. 

If you h~ve any quectionc concc:rning these comments, please 
do not hesitate to call me at your convenience (405-436-8609). 
Two tact sheets concerning assessment of sites where DNAPL may 
have been released are included for your infnrm~tion. We look 
forward to future inte~actions with you concerning this and other 
sites. 

cc: Vern Myers (5303W) 
Thad SlaughtE'!r, Ri?gi.on S 

Carol Witt-Smith, Region 5 

. .. - .. --·--- - ·-- ····· , ... . ··- ...,, .. .,. ., ... ... -..... .. , ... _ ....... •···· - ..... ·-. . 
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Amphenol 
-mphenol Corporation 

World Headquarters 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford , CT 06492 
Telephone (203) 265-8900 

November 30, 1995 

Mr. Paul Little 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Chief, MI/WI Enforcement Section 
Enforcement & Compliance Assurance Branch 
U.S. EPA, Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) dated November 27, 1990 
Franklin Power Products Co./ Amphenol Corporation (Respondents) 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Little: 

On November 20, 1995, I received your letter dated November 14, 1995 disapproving the revised 
Corrective Measures Study (CMS) report for the subject AOC. The Respondents are disappointed 
that EPA has not responded to our repeated offers to meet and discuss any and all of the issues 
addressed in the revisions to the CMS and, instead, has chosen to formalize its disapproval 
unilaterally and without consultation with the Respondents, by invoking the stipulated penalty 
provisions of Section XVII. 1.c. of the AOC. In order to protect their rights under the AOC, the 
Respondents are, therefore, invoking the Dispute Resolution provisions of Section XVIII of the 
AOC. Furthermore, the Respondents reassert the Reservation of Rights as provided in Section XX 
and the Excusable Delay provision as provided in Section XIX of the AOC. 

In the September 22, 1995 response to EPA' s original comments on the CMS, we acknowledged that 
there might continue to be outstanding issues and concerns on the part of EPA and we reiterated that 
we were available to meet and more fully discuss those issues at EPA' s convenience. Although we 
strongly believe that those discussions would have been more fruitful if undertaken in an informal 
setting, we remain available to participate in substantive conversations. Without delving into the 
specific items noted in your letter, we believe that those comments can be broken into three general 
categories: 

1. Comments which Respondents may have interpreted differently than EPA had 
intended; 
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Mr. Paul Little 
November 30, 1995 
Page 2 

2. EPA requirements that may not be technologically feasible due to the status of the 
database which prevents one from drawing meaningful conclusions or developing 
sound engineering estimates; 

3. Comments where EPA may be requesting that the Respondents perform additional 
investigative activities outside the scope of the approved RCRA Facility Investigation 
Work Plan and Report. 

Throughout this process, Amphenol and Franklin Power Products have endeavored to work 
proactively with EPA and Indiana DEM. As you may know, various actions, including investigations 
and remedial activities, have been undertaken voluntarily at this site since the early l 980's and 
preceding the AOC currently in place. Most recently, in early 1995 the Respondents installed interim 
remedial measures at the site to initiate ground water recovery and treatment in advance of any 
corrective measures arising from the RFI/CMS process. This, of course, was done at the Respondents 
risk. Notwithstanding the aggressive posture taken initially by EPA, the Respondents trust this matter 
can be resolved without unnecessary legal maneuvering, and that they can continue to address 
conditions at the site in a spirit of mutual cooperation. 

We look forward to hearing from you shortly to set a time for a meeting. In anticipation of the issues 
to be raised at that meeting, however, we would request that all agency personnel who provided input 
to the comments on the CMS be available to discuss those comments and to respond to questions 
from our technical consultants. In this way we can have a clear and complete discussion of the issues, 
while minimizing the opportunities for additional misunderstandings. 

Please contact me at (203)265-8760 if you have any questions on the above or to schedule a meeting. 

~ 
Samuel S. Waldo 
Director, Environmental Affairs 

074.wpd 

cc: J.M. Jarvis 
S. Gard, Esq. 
P. Perez, Esq. 
G. Pendygraft, Esq . 
P. Andrews, Esq., USEPA 
M. Sickles, IDEM 



ENDER: 
• Complete items 1 and/or 2 for additional services. 
• Complete items 3, and 4a & b. 

• ' Print your name and address on the reverse of this form so that we can 
return this card to you . 

I also wish to receive the 
following services (for an extra 
fee): 

•. Attach this form to the front of the mailpiece, or on the back if space 
does not permit. 1. 0 Addressee's Address 
• Write " Return Receipt Requested" on the mailpiece below the article number . 
• The Return Receipt Fee will provide you the signature of the person delivered 2. 0 Restricted Delivery 
!_o and the date of delivery: 

'3. Article Addressed to: Consult j)_Ostmaster for fee. 
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NOV 1 4 1995 ,. 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
Mr. Samuel S. Waldo 
Director of Environmental Affairs 
Amphenol Corporation 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford, Connecticut 06492-7530 

Re: Administrative Order On Consent 
dated November 27,1990 

. ' " 

Franklin Power Products Co./Amphenol Corporation 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Waldo: 

H(,e I C/7/J"), f. /-. r 
rCI O /'\./r'r' 

I I ( :2-Es( f ,{" 

HRE-8J 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency {U.S. EPA) has received your 
letter dated September 22, 1995, and the revised Corrective Measures Study 
{CMS) report {dated September 1995) submitted in accordance with the above 
referenced Administrative Order On Consent (AOC). U.S. EPA has reviewed the 
revised CMS report and hereby disapproves the report. Certain revisions that 
were called for in U.S. EPA's letter of August 15, 1995, were not 
satisfactorily addressed, specifically general comments 1,2,3,4,6, and 
specific comments 6,7,10,15,16,17. Most critically, general comment 3 was not 
properly addressed. This comment specified that a detailed discussion of a 
groundwater extraction system for the contaminated area at Forsythe Street 
(Operable Area 3) be provided. This discussion was not provided. 

Paragraphs A. and B. of Attachment I of the above referenced AOC specify that 
the CMS develop and describe corrective measures alternatives for remediation 
of contamination that adequately address all site problems and corrective 
action objectives. Due to your failure to provide in the revised CMS report, 
sufficient remedy options for an area which has significant contamination, and 
failure to provide other revisions to the CMS report as specified by U.S. EPA, 
Respondents are deemed to be in noncompliance of the AOC. Thus, pursuant to 
Section XVII.1.c. of the AOC, Respondents are subject to stipulated penalties 
as provided therein and the penalties are accruing starting with the date of 
receipt of this letter, and will continue to accrue at the rate of $500 per 
day for the first one to seven days, and $1000 for each seven-day delay, or 
part thereof, until this matter is resolved. 

To discuss this matter or to arrange a meeting, please call Bill Buller of my 
staff at (312) 886-4568 . 



- . .. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Little, Chief 
MI/WI Enforcement Section 
Enforcement & Compliance Assurance Branch 

cc: J. Michael Jarvis, Franklin Power Products 
Michael Sickels, IDEM 

bee: Larry Johnson, ORC 

I AUTHOR'S FILE copy I 

., 



Amphenol 
.phenol Corporation 

World Headquarters 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wall ingford, CT 06492 
Telephone (203) 265-8900 
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September 22, 1995 

Mr. William Buller 
US EPA, Region V HRE-8J 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: Corrective Measures Study (CMS) Draft Report 
Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) 
Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol Corporation 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Buller: 

I am in receipt of your letter of August 15, 1995 (received on August 24, 1995) which included 
comments on the March 1995 Draft CMS Report. Specific responses to the comments raised by the 
USEP A, as well as a revised draft report, have been prepared by our consultant EAR TH TECH, and 
are enclosed. 

There are, however, several issues raised by the USEP A comments which may require additional 
discussion. I have outlined those issues below and have included a summary of our position on those 
matters. Once the USEP A has had an opportunity to review our position, it may be appropriate to 
schedule a meeting to further clarify future activities at the site. 

1. The USEP A had included several comments suggesting that a "proper risk 
assessment" would be necessary to preclude further discussion of remedial measures 
in certain areas (e.g., VOC's and inorganic constituents in soil). We are concerned 
about the scope of this request. While we recognize that Paragraph B.1.c of 
Attachment I to the AOC requires that the Respondent assess each alternative in 
terms of the extent to which it mitigates short and long term exposure, it is equally 
clear that this assessment be in the context of the risk assessment performed as part 
of the RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI). That assessment was reviewed and 
approved as part of the overall RFI by letter from the USEPA dated July 22, 1994. 
Both VOC' s and inorganic constituents in soil were addressed in that assessment. At 
the USEPA' s request, in a submittal dated January 1995, additional modifications 
were made to the RFI Report to include supplemental work performed on Forsythe 
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Mr. William Buller 
September 11, 1995 
Page2 

Street. The risks associated with those findings were also discussed in that addendum. 
Our revisions to the CMS Report, therefore, will clarify any human health exposures 
pursuant to Paragraph B.1.c., but will not include additional risk assessment activities. 

2. The USEPA may have been premature in questioning the effectiveness of the interim 
corrective measures at the Site. The data included in the draft CMS Report were 
themselves preliminary, having been collected during the first few weeks after start 
up. As with any newly installed treatment system, it can take some time for the system 
to run efficiently. Any consequent effects on the ground water would also take some 
time to manifest themselves. Furthermore, as noted in the attached responses, this 
summer has been one of the wettest in recent memory, with water table elevations on 
the Site almost four feet higher than previous readings. This condition may have also 
masked drawdown by the system. The O & M plan for the system includes the 
routine collection of water table elevation readings from selected monitoring wells. 
As this database develops, we should be able to make a more accurate assessment of 
water table drawdown. 

3. In its comments, the USEP A has suggested that there is sufficient information in the 
record to evaluate remedial alternatives for the area along Forsythe Street. We 
disagree, both with the conclusion that the data are sufficient to direct a remedial 
alternatives evaluation and with the more basic premise that, given the conclusions of 
the RFI risk assessment, such an evaluation is necessary . Although the data collected 
to date have identified elevated levels ofVOC's on Forsythe, the limited physical data 
collected during the investigation suggest that there is little water in the zone of 
investigation to give those constituents mobility. (If the sewer system were 
experiencing significant rates of exfiltration over the long period of time in question, 
there should have been some evidence of highly wetted soils in the samples collected.) 
Rather than proceeding with this limited database to an evaluation of alternatives, we 
have proposed the installation of permanent monitoring wells with routine monitoring 
to assess constituent concentrations and potential for movement over time. Once 
these data are collected, a more reasoned assessment of the remedial needs of this 
area, if any, can be made. 

4. In its cover letter, the USEPA referred to the June 14, 1994 Supplemental Work Plan 
for collecting data in Hurricane Creek during no flow conditions and its apparent 
concern that follow up on this activity had been neglected. While a more complete 
response is included in the attachment to this letter, I would reiterate that we fully 
intend to complete this work, should appropriate conditions arise. Note that we are 
becoming more convinced that an apparent interception of Unit B with Hurricane 
Creek below the storm sewer outfall would probably preclude that portion of the 
creek from completely drying out. With respect to the USEPA's comment that failure 
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to submit progress reports might constitute violation of the terms of the AOC, we 
would note that in Section 6.3.4.1 (Progress Reports) of the USEPA approved CMS 
Work Plan, it is stated that progress reports will be submitted monthly during the 
implementation of Tasks 1, 2 and 3. The Work Plan did not envision continued 
preparation of progress reports after submittal of the CMS report. In our last 
progress report prior to submitting the draft CMS Report to the USEP A, we 
indicated that no further progress reports would be submitted. Absent any response 
from the USEPA and considering USEPA's approval of the CMS Work Plan, we 
assumed tacit concurrence. We certainly are available to discuss this matter and the 
more fundamental issues regarding this work as discussed above and in the 
attachment. 

I trust that our responses to the USEP A comments will address most of your concerns. I recognize, 
however, that there may continue to be some outstanding issues. With that in mind, we are available 
should you desire to discuss these matters more fully. Should such a meeting be appropriate, please 
contact me so that I may make arrangements with the various parties who should attend. 

Samuel S. Waldo 
Director Environmental Affairs 

059.wpd 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGIONS 

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr Samuel S. Waldo 
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Director of Environmental Affairs 
Amphenol Corporation 
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Re: Corrective Measures Study Draft Report 
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William Buller, Project Manager 
Technical Enforcement Section #1 

cc: Michael Sickels, IDEM 
J. Michael Jarvis, Franklin Power Products 

bee: Larry Johnson, ORC 



ATTACHMENT 1 

U.S.EPA Review Comments 
Draft Corrective Measures Study Report 

Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Corporation 

The revised pages shall be identified by the revision date and the revised 
portions highlighted or shaded. 

General Comments 

1. The water level data indicates that the groundwater extraction system as 
currently operated causes minimal drawdown and may not fully prevent 
contaminated groundwater from entering the storm sewer. Further, it is 
questionable that the existing extraction system can effectively withdraw the 
contaminated groundwater that extends west of recovery well RW3. Sufficient 
data shall be presented to establish that the existing extraction system is 
achieving maximum effectiveness and capturing the full extent of the 
contaminant plume, or additional wells proposed and/or the pump rates adjusted 
accordingly. This data shall include pump tests of each recovery well and 
data analysis in accordance with published procedures for aquifer testing. 

2. The information pertaining to the treated groundwater discharge which was 
submitted to U.S. EPA in the letter dated July 21, 1995 shall be included in 
the report. Reports of any inspections of the sanitary sewer system located 
at Forsythe Street, results of the proposed July 1995 metal analyses of the 
effluent water, and a copy of the appropriate State regulations on air 
emissions, should also be included. The text should provide a brief 
discussion of the discharge rate and the constituent concentrations of the 
treated water, and the flow capacity of the city sewer system. 

3. The report implies that their is insufficient data to discuss remedies for 
the contaminated area at Forsythe Street (operable area 3). U.S. EPA does not 
agree with this conclusion. The inferred extent of soil and groundwater 
contamination is illustrated in the RCRA Facility Investigation {RFI) report 
and data for the on-site extraction system provides some insight to hydrologic 
conditions for this area. Remedies for this area, including a groundwater 
extraction system, shall be discussed. The discussion shall include a pilot 
test system consisting of at least one extraction well with temporary storage, 
potential expansion of the system with pipeline construction or other 
appropriate means of treatment /disposal. The anticipated drilling methods, 
methods to minimize the disruption such as below ground construction, and 
estimated cost of the system, shall be included in the discussion. The report 
should also explore innovative technologies to remediate this area. 

Since data for the Forsythe Street area was submitted in increments, all data 
pertaining to the Forsythe area, including concentrations of all analityes 
{detected and non-detected, filtered and unfiltered samples), sampling depths, 
bore hole logs, and any other appropriate data, shall be included in the 
revised report. 



4. VOC soil contamination at the 12 foot depth level is indicated for the 
residential site immediately south of the facility. Unless this contamination 
can be shown to be an acceptable risk by a proper risk assessment, remediation 
of this area shall be explored and discussed. 

5. The rationale for the operating area delineations is not clear. For 
example, the adjacent areas of 1 and 2 appear to addressed as a single area in 
the remedy discussions. 

6. The text should discuss the volatile organic compounds (VOC)s that were 
analyzed for and not detected. 

7. The discussion on inorganic constituent concentrations in soils needs to 
be expanded. Separate data summaries for both background and impacted areas 
shall be provided. The summaries shall include maximum, minimum, average 
concentrations, and appropriate depth increments. A proper risk assessment 
which assesses the total accumulative risk of all inorganic constituents in 
soils should be performed. Unless the risk assessment shows that the 
constituents do not present an unacceptable risk, remediation of inorganic 
constituents in soils shall be discussed. 

8. Groundwater monitoring of zone D should also be discussed. 

9. So as not to impact data obtained from boreholes or impede remediation, it 
is recommended that the use of fluids during drilling operations be avoided if 
at all possible. 

Specific Comments 

1. Section 2.3 - Sheet 4A of the RFI report shows unit C to be about 25 feet 
thick and unit D to be about 17 to 20 feet thick, rather than the 30-35 foot 
thickness (unit C) and 12 foot thickness (unit D) stated in the text. The 
discrepancies should be clarified. 

2. Section 3.3.1 - Refer to general comment 7. 

3. Section 3.4.2 The statement "aluminum, cobalt, iron, lead, and manganese 
exceed 11 ARARs 11 but are considered to be normal background concentrations" 
should be verified by comparing statistically developed background groundwater 
data to downgradient data. The extraction system's impact on metal 
constituents in groundwater should be discussed. 

4. Section 3.5 - The text should discuss comparative constituent 
concentrations of the sediment sampling points, i.e., storm sewer outfall data 
to the infall data, and Hurricane Creek upstream data to downstream data. The 
sampling locations should be noted on Table 6. 

5. Section 3.6.1 - Sampling point PGP 10 is not an upgradient location, the 
text should be revised accordingly. 

6. Section 3.6.2 - The text should include a brief discussion on possible 
groundwater contamination at Hurricane Creek due to the storm drain discharge 
and the additional sampling to be performed (June 14, 1994, Supplemental 
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Workplan). 

7. Section 3.7.1 - 1st & 2sd paragraphs - The test notes that the area at the 
southwest corner of the plant building has contamination believed to have 
resulted from surface contamination, the impact of this contamination on human 
health and the environment should be discussed. 

8. Section 3.8, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence - The statement "metals and 
cyanide concentrations in the groundwater and soil are consistent with 
background concentrations should be supported by appropriate data, or the text 
revised accordingly. 

9. Section 5.1, last paragraph of section - The RFI has not established that 
voes found in groundwater at sampling points PGP 6,7, 10, and 13 are not 
derived from the facility. The sentence: "Corrective Measures will not 
address these off-site impacts" should be deleted. 

10. Section 5.2.1, page 23 - The entire residential area downgradient of 
Respondents' facility and extending to Hurricane Creek should be covered by 
institutional controls, text or figures should be revised accordingly. 

11. Section 5.2.1, page 24 - See specific comment 1 concerning lithologic 
unit thicknesses. Also, the statement that unit C is not impacted should be 
verified by referencing appropriate RFI data. 

12. Section 5.2.2.3 (and 5.2.3.3, 5.2.4.3 and 6.3.1) - The statement 
"investigation of potential air impacts were not required by Consent Order" 
is not consistent with Section III of the AOC and should be deleted. 

13. Section 5.2.3.1 - As noted in the general comments, the designation of 
the operable areas may be misleading. The off-site portion of the storm drain 
is delineated as Area 2, however minimal additional data is provided nor do 
the alternative remedies focus on this area. 

14. Section 5.2.4 - The statement "there is little basis for selecting 
response actions" should be deleted. 

15. Section 5.2.4.1 - The conclusion that corrective action is not needed for 
soils at area 3 should be supported by a risk assessment which incorporates 
all exposure routes and appropriate site specific assumptions. See comment 
number 17. 

16. Section 5.2.4.2 - Ground water extraction and treatment should be 
included as a response action for the Forsythe Street area. 

17. Section 5.2.4.3 - The need for restricted entry in sewer manholes due to 
VOC contamination is noted in this section which suggests that there may be 
some potential for voes to enter basements at the residential area adjacent to 
Forsythe Street. This matter shall be addressed by performing a risk 
assessment in accordance with U.S. EPA guidelines. If an unacceptable risk is 
indicated, remedies to address this matter shall be discussed. 

18. Section 5.3.2 - Groundwater monitoring should be expanded to include a 
semi-annual sampling program. 



19. Section 6.3.1 - A horizontal soil vapor extraction (SVE) system may 
provide a greater area of treatment, this modification to the SVE remedy 
alternative should also be discussed. 

20. Section 6.6.1 - Alternative 6 is presented as an relatively effective 
alternative remedy in the report and also has a lower cost estimate than some 
of the other alternatives, however it is not the alternative proposed. 
Disadvantages of this alterative might be discussed so as to explain why this 
remedy is not proposed. 

21. Section 8.2, page 49, 2sd paragraph - The first sentence should be 
deleted and the text revised as to general comment 3. 
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Responses to U.S. EPA Comments, Draft Report, 

Corrective Measures Study for the Former Amphenol Facility, 

Franklin, Indiana, March, 1995 

General Comment 1. The three withdrawal wells are being operated on a full-time basis and 
water level measurements are being gathered on a routine basis. A potentiometric contour map dated 
July 27, 1995 provided by Wehran Emcon depicts groundwater elevation data collected on June 19, 
1995. The map indicates that the groundwater extraction system installed as an ICM is significantly 
affecting the flow of groundwater through the site, and does capture impacted groundwater west of 
RW-3. Figure 1 attached to this explanation of responses bas been modified to show the extent of the 
VOC impacted groundwater as identified in RFI Sheet 6E, and to indicate the flow of groundwater 
perpendicular to the potentiometric contour lines. This figure demonstrates that at the combined 
pumping rate of 14.7 gpm, the westernmost portion of the plume is captured by RW-1 and RW-2. 
The overall groundwater level is significantly higher than anticipated due to unusually high rainfall 
in 1995, and under the current pumping scenario, the groundwater level is still above the invert of the 
storm sewer. It is anticipated that as recharge from precipitation decreases,. the groundwater level 
will continue to fall at the present groundwater extraction rates, resulting in a groundwater elevation 
below the storm sewer invert. If recharge rates return to normal, then the rate of groundwater 
drawdown at all three extraction wells could be increased. 

A memorandum from Wehran Emcon dated December 20, 1994 was transmitted to U.S . EPA 
presented the results of two-hour and 24-bour pump tests of RW-2 conducted on October 5 and 6, 
1994 at pumping rates between 4.0 and 4.4 gpm. The results of this test clearly indicate drawdov.'D at 
MW-12 and IT-2, located 23 and 67 feet from RW-2, respectively. Aquifer transmissivity and storage 
coefficients were calculated from these results for use in designing the ICM. See reply to General 
Comment 2. 

Please note that pump tests were performed at MW-12 and MW-24 during the RFI, and that 
transmissivity and hydraulic conductivities were calculated based on those data (see Section 3.4 and 
Appendix F of the approved RFI repon). 

General Comment 2. When the draft CMS report was submitted, there were limited data 
available for the ICM. Since that time, additional operating and performance data have been 
gathered. Section 4.0 of the CMS report is updated to include the additional data from the ICM. 
Specifically, this includes data pertaining to treated water discharged to the sanitary sewer system 
(submitted by Respondents in a letter to U.S. EPA dated July 21, 1995), and the metals analysis of 
July, 1995. A copy of326 IAC 2-1-1 governing permit requirements for discharge ofVOCs to the air 
is included in an appendix to the report. 

General Comment 3. It is the Respondents' position that there are insufficient field data t0 

effectively evaluate remedies for Area 3; however, Section 5.2.4.2 of the CMS report bas been revised 
to discuss remedial technologies which might be appropriate for this area. Specific data needs that 
will be addressed tO select, design and implement appropriate remedial technologies are also 
discussed. These include concentrations of constituents in soil and groundwater media, media 
characterizations, and constituent mobility. Because of the lack of necessary field data, remedial 
alternatives have not been developed and costs have not been estimated in the CMS report 

All additional Forsythe Street data were submitted as requested by the agency and are found in the 
text and Appendixes of the approved RFI report However, Tables 3 and 8 in Appendix A of the 

BL/kak/REA \a:\G.E.\07243\CMSRESP.DOC 



• 

• 

Draft CMS report do not include data added in RFI addenda. The submitted CMS report includes 
revised Tables 3 and 8 that incorporate all data added by addendum . 

General Comment 4. VOC soil contamination at the 12 foot depth for the residential site 
immediately south of the facility is shown on Sheet SA of the approved RFI report. However, soil 
impacts beneath the adjacent residential property are inferred from data derived from soil borings and 
monitoring wells installed on the facility property. The risk assessment conducted as part of the 
approved RFI report concluded that under current site conditions, it is unlikely that significant 
exposure to VOC impacted soil could occur, even if impacted soil is present on the residential 
property. Any impacted or potentially impacted soils are overlain by a minimum clean cover of 12 
feet, minimizing the potential for dermal contact In addition, the soils having the highest impact 
from VOCs are in the saturated zone of the Unit B aquifer, and typical residential construction will 
not extend below the water table. In addition, groundwater extraction and treatment using the ICM 
will promote flushing of this area of impact 

General Comment 5. Operable areas are distinguished by differences in impact locations; 
impacted media. characteristics of potential contaminant pathways, and physical and legal constraints 
on access to media. Area 1 comprises contaminated Unit B media within the site boundaries of the 
former Amphenol facility. Area 2 comprises the storm sewer (both on and off site) and the 
contaminated water it conveys to Hurricane Creek. The boundary between the two is defmed as the 
walls of the storm sewer, as that is the point at which incoming contaminated Unit B media 
(groundwater) becomes, in effect, surface water flowing through a subsurface conduit. Area 3 
consists of contaminated Unit B media located along Forsythe Street Area 3 is distinguished from 
Area 1 by differences in land use, ownership, ease of access to contaminated media and the 
diminished saturated thickness of Unit B. 

Groundwater extraction and treatment bas been incorporated into each of the proposed remedial 
alternatives (with the exception of the No Action alternative). Since extraction and treatment will 
affect water in both Areas 1 and 2, there bas been some combining in the discussions of remediation 
alternatives. 

General Comment 6. The approved RFI report already provides a detailed discussion of organic 
and inorganic analytes, and Appendix I of that report lists the analytes used in the sUJdy. Discussing 
VOC analytes that were not detected in the RFI sUJdy does nothing to enhance the CMS report or 
assist in the evaluation of remediation alternatives. 

General Comment 7. Analytical results for inorganic constitllents in soil borings are discussed in 
Section 4.4 of the approved RFI report and in Section 3.3.1 in the draft CMS report The inorganic 
constituents arsenic, beryllium and cobalt are found in subsurface soils in concentrations that exceed 
ARARs and the approved RFI report indicated that those inorganics are naturally occurring in the 
area. At some locations, manganese occurs above its ARAR as defined in the RFI report; however the 
most conservative ARAR for this metal was derived from RCRA Subpart S guidelines, which now 
may not be acceptable (September 2, 1993 correspondence from Joseph M. Boyle to J. Michael 
Jarvis). There are several indications that the presence of the inorganics at the concentrations 
measured are not a result of activities at the facility, but represent natural levels of these constituents 
in native soils: 

l) A statistical evaluation of up gradient and down gradient values of these metals in soils determined 
that there is no significant difference between the mean values of the available data from the two 
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areas at a 95 per cent level of confidence. Attachment 1 provides a description of the statistical 
evaluation. 

2) Of the four inorganics detected, above ARARs in soils, only arsenic and cobalt bave bad general 
use in plating solutions: arsenic as a component of brighteners used in silver plating, and cobalt as 
an alloying agent in certain plating bath anodes (copper: and tin) . If constituents found in soil 
samples were associated with these plating baths, however, the concentration of the associated 
metal (e.g., silver, copper or tin) would also be comparably elevated. Silver, for instance, is much 
more soluble than arsenic and should, therefore, be found in much higher concentrations than 
arsenic. Please note that there are no available plant records which suggest the presence of these 
types of plating baths or materials at the Amphenol/Bendix facility during its operational life. 

3) Respondents conducted a total closure of the former facility plating room area and underlying soil 
to a depth of nine feet below room floor level, and notification of completion of total closure was 
provided by IDEM on June 13, 1990 (RFI report, Section 2.3.6.). 

4) The reported concentrations are within background ranges for soils as reported by Dragun (1991) . 

General Comment 8. Groundwater monitoring of the Unit D aquifer is discussed in Section 4.5.6 
of tbe approved RFI report and summarized in Section 3.4.6 of the draft CMS report. 

Specific Comment 1. Section 2.3 of the CMS report bas been revised to indicate that the unit C 
till is 23 to 26 feet in thickness and that the Unit D sand is 17 to 20 feet thick. 

Specific Comment 2. See reply to General Comment 7. 

Specific Comment 3. See reply to General Comment 7. Section 4.5.1 of the approved RFI report 
indicates that total metals concentrations in excess of ARARs in groundwater was due to suspended 
solids. Total metals concentrations will be reduced in the ground water around the extraction wells 
only to the extent that in line filters will remove small amounts of suspended paniculates from ground 
water pumpage. Analyses performed on the pumpage from the ICM on August 3, 1995 revealed that 
no dissolved metals were present above ARARs. 

Specific Comment 4. Section 3.5 in the draft CMS report provides a summary of information 
found in the approved RFI report. The referenced Table 6 is part of the RFI report. Please refer to 
the approved RFI report for discussions of the surface water/surface sediment sampling and results. 

Specific Comment 5. Section 3.6.l incorrectly refers to PGP-10 as an upgradient well. The text 
bas been revised to read PGP-13. 

Specific Comment 6. A paragraph has been added to the end of Section 3.6.2 that discusses 
possible groundwater contamination at Hurricane Creek and references the Supplemental Work Plan. 
Please note that periodic inspections of Hurricane Creek indicate that the creek has continued to flow 
downstream from the vicinity of the storm sewer outfall. 

Specific Comment 7. Subsurface contamination at the southwest corner of the blacktop parking 
area was at first tentatively ascribed to a surface spill of PCE because there was no knov.rn subsurface 
source and the apparent center of the spill was at the edge of the paved area. However, the field 
measurements collected while drilling in this area did not strongly support this hypothesis. MW-27 
was installed to investigate this area. Soil samples were collected while drilling as described in the 
approved project QAPjP utilizing HNU screening to select samples for analysis (Section 4.8). Boring 
logs and HNU responses are provided in Appendix D of the approved RFI report. The HNU reading 
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in the 0-1.5 foot interval was zero. Readings increased with depth, and a sample was collected at 
about 15 feet, the area of the highest HNU reading, and just below the surface of the saturated zone 
(see reply to General Comment 4). There is no indication there is now any surface soil contamination 
at the southwest corner of the parking area. 

Specific Comment 8. Sect.ion 3.8, third paragraph, is revised to indicate that metals 
concentrations in groundwater and soil reflect background concentrations, and that total and 
amenable cyanide levels are all below ARARs. 

Specific Comment 9. See reply to General Comment 3. It is true that the RFI bas not definitely 
established that VOCs at PGP-6, -7 and-13 (corrected from PGP-10) are not derived from the facility. 
This is one question that will be addressed through the proposed installation of permanent monitoring 
wells in off site areas along Forsythe Street See reply to General Comment 3. 

Specific Comment 10. See revised Sections 5.2.3.2 and 5.2.4.2. The entire residential area 
downgradient from the facility will be covered by institutional controls to the extent that they apply to 
the area. Since the definition of the Operable Areas is not affected by this change, Figure 5-1 will not 
need to be modified. 

Specific Comment 11. Section 5.2.1 text bas been revised to reflect the correct lithologic unit 
thicknesses (see reply to Specific Comment 1). Section 4.4.7 of the approved RFI report discusses 
data from soil samples collected from Unit C. Samples MW23-21.5 and MW25-35.0 have low levels 
of VOCs, but all concentrations are below ARARs. Therefore no action is required for Unit C. 

Specific Comment U. Notwithstanding the language of Section III, Section VII of the AOC is 
very specific about the scope of work and methods required for the RFI. Nowhere in the referenced 
IT Work Plan, or in the work plan modifications specified in the AOC is there a requirement to 
investigate air quality off site or on site. None of the EPA comments before or after draft RFI report 
submittal mentioned a requirement to investigate air quality. There are no sets of data that permit the 
question of air quality to be addressed in detail. Sections 5.2.2.3, 5.2.3.3, 5.2.4.3 and 6.3.1 of the 
approved RFI report have been revised to indicate that all RFI work was petformed in accordance 
with the approved RFI work plan. We note that during the October, 1994 pump tests, Webran Emcon 
periodically monitored vapor concentrations with an HNu pbotoionization detector in the sanitary 
sewer manhole into which pumpage was disposed and two additional sanitary sewer manholes. There 
was no HNu response above background levels. See Section 5.4.3.2 of the approved RFI report as 
well. 

Specific Comment 13. See the reply to General Comment 5. Corrective measures in Area 1 will 
lower the sutface of the water table below the storm sewer invert At that point contaminant export to 
Area 2 will cease and over the long term, the potential source of contamination in Area 1 will be 
eliminated over time. There is no reason to suspect any contamination source for Area 2 other than 
Area 1, and removal of the Area 1 source will eliminate the need for further remediation of Area 2. 

Specific Comment 14. The statement bas been deleted as requested from Section 5.2.4. 

Specific Comment 15. See Section 7 .5 of the approved RFI report 

Specific Comment 16. See the reply to General Comment 3. 

Specific Comment 17. According to a visual survey of the area, five residences along Forsythe 
Street have basements. No residences on Hamilton A venue near the facility have basements. The 
rest are built on slabs or over crawl spaces. Our analysis concludes that there is little opporrunity for 
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VOCs to accumulate in residential basements. Possible contaminant pathways for VOCs into 
residential basements include backup of VOC contaminated groundwater through sanitary sewers; 
direct infiltration of voe contaminated groundwater into basements and migration of voe vapors in 
soil gas through concrete slab and walls. According to Mr. Rick Littleton of the Franklin City Sewer 
Department, the invert of the sanitary sewer along Forsythe is approximately 8 feet below grade, or at 
least 3 feet above the top of the Unit B saturated zone. The floors of residential basements will have 
drains that must be higher than the invert of the sanitary sewer to drain properly. This interval, plus 
the fact that the sanitary sewer will at most times be carrying sanitary effluent, and that all flow 
gradients will be away from residences. indicates that the sanitary sewer will not intercept impacted 
ground water, and that a backup of the sanitary sewer will not introduce VOC impacted water into 
basements. The residences in this area appear to be no older than 30 to 40 years. Basements are 
installed with cement block walls and slab floors. The floors are will be at least four feet higher than 
the top of the saturated zone so that direct infiltration of contaminated groundwater into the basement 
is nor possible. The block walls and slab floors should provide a nearly impermeable barrier to VOCs 
in soil gas. 

Specific Comment 18. Section 5.3.2 and the operating cost estimate in Appendix C of the CMS 
report have been revised to include a semiannual groundwater sampling program. 

Specific Comment 19. Horizontal SVE is not considered to be a viable option for this site since 
the relative area of contaminated soils is too small to justify the more intensive excavation required by 
this met.hod, and because excavation in the sanitary sewer/storm sewer crossover area (the area of 
greatest soil contamination) could result in damage to one or both souctures. 

Specific Comment 20. Alternative 6 utilizing groundwater extraction and reinjection of treated 
water to promote soil flushing was not the recommended remedial alternative because it was not 
considered to be highly effective for the treaunent of impacted soils. The selected alternative 
provided a more focused application of the remedial action (SVE and air sparging) with the potential 
for reducing the overall time frame for remediation. A discussion of the above will be provided in the 
revised CMS report. 

Specific Comment 21. The first sentence of Section 8.2, paragraph 4 is deleted. The paragraph is 
revised to discuss the installation of monitoring wells. The last paragraph of Section 8.2 is modified 
to discuss remedial alternatives for contaminated groundwater in Area 3 and beneath Forsythe SrreeL 

5 



•. 

• 

• 

ATTACHMENT 1 

STATISTICAL EVALUATION OF SELECTED INORGANIC DATA FROM 
UPGRADIENT AND DOWNGRADIENT SOIL SAMPLES 

Data for four inorganic constituents (arsenic, beryllium, cobalt and manganese) measured in soil 
samples were evaluated to determine whether downgradient soil samples contained statistically 
different concentrations than upgradient soil samples. The data set included four upgradient 
samples and 25 downgradient samples. Because of the small number of upgradient data points, a 
comparison of individual downgradient data points to a 95% upper tolerance limit (UTL) based on 
the upgradient data was not performed since UTLs are relatively high when based on small 
numbers of upgradient samples. Therefore, an evaluation comparing the mean of the downgradient 
data to the mean of the upgradient data was performed to detennine if the means for the 
downgradient data set were significantly different than the mean for the upgradient data set. A 
summary of the data used in this evaluation is contained in Table 1. 

An evaluation of the distribution of the data sets indicated that the upgradient and downgradient 
samples were lognormally (natural log) distributed for the inorganics (e.g., log-transformed data 
were normally distributed). The distribution was determined through visual evaluation of 
histograms and probability plots and verified by using the Shapiro-Wilk test. As a result, t-tests 
were completed using log-transformed (natural log) data. The lognorrnal distribution is typical of 
data sets obtained from natural systems such as the one used in this study. 

Levene's Test (U.S. EPA Guidance Document, Statistical Analysis of Groundwater Monitorig 
Data at RCRA Facilities - Addendum to Interim Final Guidance, July 1992) indicated that there 
was equal variance (using a 90% confidence level)· between the upgradient and downgradient data 
for arsenic, cobalt and manganese. Therefore, the Student's t-test was used to evaluate the means 
of the data sets for those constituents. It was determined that there was no significant difference 
between the means of the upgradient and downgradient data sets (using a 95% confidence level) for 
arsenic, cobalt and manganese. Levene's Test indicated that there was not equal variance (using a 
90% confidence level) between the upgradient and downgradient data for beryllium. Therefore the 
Welch's t-test was used to evaluate the means of the data sets for beryllium. It was determined that 
there was no significant difference between the means of the upgradient and downgradient data sets 
(using a 95% -confidence level) for beryllium . 

wel. c:lprojects\ampheool~kaznphst.doc 



Table 1 

• 
Summary of Non-Transformed Inorganic Data for Soils 

Sample ID Depth, feet Inorganic Concentration (mg/kg) 

arsenic beryllium cobalt manganese 

Downgradient Data 

SBOJ JO 6.30 0.81 3.90 417 

SBOJ 12 4.60 1.10 2.70 225 

SB02 JO 5.90 1.10 3.60 267 

SB03 6 9.50 0.62 9.30 554 

SB03 JO 7.30 0.45 5.20 574 

SB04 6 5.50 0.75 8.50 806 

SB04 JO 4.30 0.90 5.10 521 

SB05 2 5.90 0.70 11 .20 1000 

SB06 8 5.40 0.49 4 .10 325 

SB06 17 2.20 1.10 2.60 189 

SB07 8 2.50 0.21 1.20 174 

SB07 18 1.70 0.21 1.50 165 

SB08 2 3.60 0.62 8.60 754 

SB08 19 2.60 1.20 3.00 188 

SB09 12 3.80 0.21 J.90 235 

SB09 18 2.20 0.25 1.90 181 

MW21 12 4.60 0.21 1.80 426 

MW21 18 2.30 0.24 2.10 137 

MW22A 2 7.40 0.96 6.20 491 

MW22 10 6.80 1.50 5.50 290 

MW22 19 2.20 1.00 3.20 189 

MW24 6 2.00 0.69 2.10 145 

MW24 15 1.90 1.20 3.70 229 

MW25 10 6.30 1.30 4.80 303 

MW27 15 0.76 1.20 J.80 149 

mean 4.30 0.76 4.22 357 

standard deviation 2.26 0.40 2.71 233 

minimum 0.76 0.21 1.20 137 

maximum 9.50 J.50 11.20 1000 

number of samples 25 25 25 25 

Upgradient Data 

MW20 6 4.10 0.66 6.40 350 

MW20 12 2.60 0.49 3.40 226 

MW26 6 6.70 0.57 8.00 687 

MW26 12 2.20 0.97 3.30 217 

mean 3.90 0.67 5.28 370 

standard deviation 2.04 0.21 2.32 220 

minimum 2.20 0.49 3.30 217 

maximum 6.70 0.97 8.00 687 

• number of samples 4 4 4 4 
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Amphenol 
.phenol Corporation 

World Headquarters 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford, CT 06492-7530 
Telephone (203) 265-8900 

December 7, 1994 

Mr. William Buller 
RCRA Enforcement Branch HRE-8J 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) 
Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol Corporation 
IND 044 587 848 
Corrective Measures Study (CMS) 

Dear Mr. Buller: 

ot.Cl 3'1994 
~ of' RCRA oFF IC'-< GEMENT 01v1s10N 

WASTEPAREGION V 

p, ~. ( 

RECEIVED 
WMD RECORD CENTER 

DEC 20 1994 

Your letter of November 28, 1994, approving the CMS Work Plan with modifications, was received in 
our office on December 6, 1994 and delivered to my attention on December 7, 1994. 

In view of the fact that your letter was received more than a week after its date, I requested, in a 
December 7, 1994 telephone conversation, that the draft CMS report be due 90 days from receipt of your 
letter rather than from the approval date. Under this scenario, we would transmit the draft report to you 
on March 6, 1994 via overnight mail for delivery on March 7, 1994. 

During our conversation, you indicated that, subject to further internal discussions, this request would 
receive favorable consideration. Unless USEPA comments are received to the contrary, we shall proceed 
with developing a schedule using March 6, 1994 as the transmittal date of the draft CMS report. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me should you have any questions regarding the above. 

Director Environmental Affairs 

P. Perez 
S. Gard 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 5 

dU~ 2 8 1"" ' 
. t ,i \,I j 

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Samuel Waldo 

n WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 

CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 £e-c-:- ?t!'J ~J~ .s 

'Ft I e c ~ f') + o fr""/,. ..5 
/2-/£ (fC 

REPL V TO TIE AITE~ OF: 

HRE-BJ 
Director of Environmental Affairs 
Amphenol Corporation 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford, Connecticut 06492-7530 

Dear Mr. Waldo: 

Re: Administrative Order on Consent 
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Corporation 
IND 044 587 848 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has reviewed the 
document "Work Plan for a Corrective Measures Study (CMS) for the Former 
Amphenol Facility, Franklin, Indiana" (hereinafter 11 Workplan 11

) which was 
submitted in accordance with Section VII.3.a. of the Administrative Order on 
Consent (AOC), dated November 27, 1990. U.S. EPA hereby approves the above­
referenced document, with the exception of the background information provided 
in Sections 1 through 4 w~i ch are neither approved or disapproved nor 
validated by this response, and with the modifications (items 1 - 8) as stated 
below. Pursuant to Section VII.3.d. of the AOC. Respondents are required to 
submit a draft CMS report within ninety (90) days of approval of this 
Workplan. 

Modifications 

(1) Sec. 5.0 - In the event the Hurricane Creek sampling results are 
unavailable on the due date for submittal of the CMS draft report, this shall 
not delay the submittal of the CMS draft report and its recommendations. In 
the event dry conditions do not occur during the period from the date of 
approval (July 19, 1994) of the Supplemental Workplan , "Sampling Creek Bed 
Water in Hurricane Creek - RFI, Amphenol Corporation" to the CMS draft report 
due date, Respondents shall provide verification in the CMS draft report and 
in each AOC Section XI. monthly report thereafter that dry conditions did not 
occur. Within twenty (20) days of Respondents' receipt of the Hurricane Creek 
sampling results, the analytical results, and any proposed revisions to the 
draft or final CMS report if either has already been submitted, shall be 
submitted to U.S. EPA for review and comment in accordance with Section 
VII.3.d. of the AOC. 

(2) Sec. 6.2 - The Corrective Measures Study shall address all media, soil, 
groundwater, surface water, and air. In addition to volatile organic 
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• (8) The Corrective Measures Study shall be performed in accordance with all 
of the requirements of AttachmenLl_ of the AOC. 

If you have any questions please call me at (312} 886-4568 . 

Sincerely, 

William Buller, Project Manager 
IN/OH/MN Technical Enforcement Section 
RCRA Enforcement Branch 

cc: Michael Sickles , IDEM 
J. Michael Jarvis, Franklin Power Products 
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358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford, CT 06492 
Telephone (203) 265-8900 

Via by Facsiiaile and by 
overnight Mail 

• 

November 23, 1994 

Ms. Uylaine E. McMahan, Chief HRE-8J 
IN/MN/OH Technical Enforcement Section 
us Environmental Protection Agency 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) 

D. s. l 
~ \Et \HWIE® 

,ov 2 8 1994 

OFFIC~G~~N~~~~N 
WASTEPA. REGION V 

Franklin Power Products Inc./ Amphenol Corporation (Respondents) 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Ms. McMahan: 

We were surprised to receive on November 21, 1994 your letter dated 
November 14, 1994, advising Amphenol that stipulated penalties are 
accruing pending the collection and analysis of two soil samples from 
two Forsythe Street locations. 

During the scope of this project, from its inception, we have worked 
closely with the Agency to further the requirements of the AOC. While 
there may have been bona fide differences of opinion in the past with 
respect to the specifics of how those goals would be met, we have 
always been able to reach an amicable compromise. Until receipt of 
your letter, we had believed that the issue at hand was also being 
addressed in the same manner. Hopefully, it still can be. 

While we do not question the basic chronology presented in your 
letter, some additional clarification may be helpful. The Agency's 
letter of March 11, 1994 was a follow-up to a February 24, 1994 
telephone conference call where the Respondents agreed to an Agency 
request to collect two additional samples from Forsythe Street. As 
you noted, the March 11, 1994 letter asked for three samples of 
ground water and soil; the request for soil samples was not as direct 
as indicated in your letter, however. To quote: 11 At least one 
sample shall also be collected at these same locations at depth 
intervals .... 11 ( emphasis added) In my letter to the Agency of March 
25, 1994, I interpreted that sentence to mean one soil sample from 
at least one of the sampling locations. Our engineers also 
interpreted the Agency's requirement in the same way. The Agency's 
letter of April 22, 1994 did not clarify this apparent misconception. 
( I might note here that the Respondents never received a signed 
original of the April 22, 1994 letter; rather, an unsigned fax was 
sent to my attention on that date.) 
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Your letter indicates that the RFI Report was approved with 
reservations in a letter dated July 19, 1994. Our records differ 
slightly in that the July 19, 1994 letter was withdrawn because of 
typographical errors and replaced with a letter dated July 22, 1994. 
I would hesitate to categorize the approval contained in the July 22, 
1994 letter as being made with reservations. That letter indicated 
that the only outstanding issues focused on additional data needs in 
Hurricane Creek during no-flow periods. Furthermore, there was no 
suggestion in that approval of an Agency concern regarding the pace 
of work at the site. In fact there was no mention of Agency 
dissatisfaction with the supplemental work performed on Forsythe 
Street, nor was there any mention of a continuing violation of the 
AOC due to the number of samples collected. 

During the September telephone conversation, I did discuss the issue 
of the additional soil samples with Bill Buller. I also recall at 
least one additional conversation subsequent to that one during which 
the matter also arose. In neither of those conversations was the 
prospect of stipulated penalties suggested , nor did there appear to 
be an impasse in our discussions on how best to address this matter. 
In fact, on both occasions I offered a concrete proposal to correct 
what the Agency perceived as a data gap. Specifically, I indicated 
that it was clear that a part of the final remedy would be the 
placement of traditional monitoring wells at a minimum of two 
locations along Forsythe Street to allow a long term evaluation of 
the fate of the plume in that area. I indicated that additional soil 
samples could easily be collected during that installation. While Mr. 
Buller did not indicate an Agency position on this suggestion, he did 
acknowledge that it was one way to address this matter. In view of 
the above, you can understand our dismay upon receiving your letter 
of November 14, 1994 as the next communication. 

We still hope that this matter can be resolved amicably. Although we 
believe that we satisfied our obligations under the AOC by collecting 
the one soil sample, we are making arrangements to collect the two 
additional soil samples in question with all deliberate speed. 
Notwithstanding that, and in order to protect our rights under the 
AOC and to suspend the accrual of additional potential stipulated 
penalties pending resolution, we are hereby invoking the provisions 
of Paragraph XVIII, Dispute Resolution, of the AOC. In addition, 
given the language of the March 11, 1994 letter, our acknowledgment 
of March 25, 1994 and the Agency's reply of April 22, 1994, it is 
clear that our interpretation of the requirements regarding the 
collection of soil samples, although arguably incorrect, was grounded 
in good faith and reasonableness so as to constitute an excusable 
delay under Paragraph XIX of the AOC . 
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As has always been the case, we are available to discuss this matter . 
Please contact me at (203)265-8760 if you have any questions 
regarding the above or to schedule a time to discuss resolution. 

uel s. Waldo 
Director of Environmental Affairs 

c: P. Perez 
s. Gard 
J. Keith 
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September 7, 1994 

Mr. Kevin Pierard, Chief 
Technical Enforcement Section #1 
USEPA. Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

RE: Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) 
Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol Corporation 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Pierard: 

p. i. ( 

Your letter of August 30, 1994 was received by the Respondents on September 6, 1994. As you 
may have already noted, the Corrective Measures Study (CMS) Work Plan was delivered to your 
offices on September 6, 1994 pursuant to the AOC and your letter of July 22, 1994. 

After reading your latest correspondence, it would appear that there may be some 
misunderstanding regarding the Respondents' intentions with respect to the Interim Corrective 
Measures (ICM) planned and the CMS. We fully understand that the CMS must evaluate all 
applicable and appropriate remedies for the Site. It has never been our intent to suggest that 
CMS would evaluate only one remedial alternative for groundwater or that the CMS would be 
limited in its evaluation of all the remedial needs at the facility. The Work Plan submitted 
should be clear on that count. 

Nonetheless, we believe it would be imprudent to neglect the opportunity afforded to both the 
Respondents and the USEPA through the early implementation of a probable portion of the final 
remedy. At the same time the area of greatest contamination is being treated, the data gathered 
will provide invaluable insight into the capture zone of onsite recovery wells, the potential for 
flow reversal and subsequent capture of portions of the offsite plume and the effectiveness of 
our efforts to prevent interception of groundwater by the storm sewer. In addition, should 
additional soil treatment be indicated by the CMS, the data from the ICM can be also used to 
evaluate the feasibility of dewatering Unit B. In contrast to the data generated during the RFI 
which identified the nature and extent of site-related constituents, this information addresses the 
efficacy of potential remedial measures; furthermore, we believe these data would have to be 
collected and evaluated before any remedial measures could be finalized. 
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On a related matter, the Respondents recognize that the AOC currently requires that a draft CMS 
report is due within 90 days of the USEPA's approval of the Work Plan. We believe, however, 
that the AOC is a dynamic document, able to accommodate changes in a project's scope over 
its life. Section XXIV (Subsequent Modification) was clearly included for just that purpose. 
We need look no further than the time necessary to complete the RFI activities for this project 
to see that the AOC can be easily modified when Site-specific conditions warrant. We are, 
therefore, reiterating our request for an amendment by mutual agreement pursuant to Section 
XXIV.1 to include the schedule included in our CMS Work Plan as part of the AOC. Such an 
amendment is consistent with the USEPA's goal of ensuring that the Corrective Measure(s) most 
fully meet technical, human health and environmental criteria. 

The Respondents remain available to discuss this matter with you should you desire it. If you 
require some additional information or if you have any questions, please contact me at (203) 
265-8760. 
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World Headquarters 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford , CT 06492 
Telephone (203) 265-8900 

• 

September 2, 1994 

Mr. Kevin Pierard, Chief 
Technical Enforcement Section #1 (HRE-8J) 
USEP A Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol Corporation 
IND 044 587 848 
Corrective Measures Study (CMS) Work Plan 

Dear Mr. Pierard: 

0FFJC£ 
Waste M OF RC.RA 

u_.s. ;;:gement OMskJn 
-q,.8EGIQN31 

Enclosed please find the CMS Work Plan submitted pursuant to the Administrative Order on 
Consent (AOC) dated November 27, 1990, and your letter of July 22, 1994. 

In prior correspondence and telephone communications with the USEPA, Respondents have 
proposed the implementation of an Interim Corrective Measure (ICM) at the site. Likewise, the 
USEPA, on several occasions has encouraged the development of an ICM (see letter dated 
September 2, 1993 to Mr. J. Michael Jarvis). Those efforts, consisting of an onsite groundwater 
pump and treat system, are currently underway. The ICM was undertaken with the general 
understanding between the USEPA and Respondents that a groundwater pump and treat system 
of some type will be a significant part of the final corrective measures for this site. 

,~"- '\ 
In view of the above, Respondents believe that the CMS w15~k Plan would be incomplete 
without providing for a performance assessment of the ICM. The resulting CMS document will 
enable the Respondents to present a much more accurate assessment of remedial alternatives and 
will allow the USEP A to select the most appropriate remedial measures. 
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The AOC is clear that once the CMS Work Plan is approved by the USEPA, the schedule 
included therein becomes an enforceable provision of the AOC under Section XXIV .2. If the 
USEPA deems it necessary, the Respondents would certainly concur with including the proposed 
schedule through an amendment by mutual agreement pursuant to Section XXIV .1 of the AOC. 

If there are any questions or if you would like to discuss this matter, please contact me at (203) 
265-8760. 

Samuel S. Waldo 
Director Environmental Affairs 

S038 
c: S. Gard 

P. Perez 
R. Williams (IDEM) 
M. Jarvis 

P 4 01 182 69 3 

~ Receipt for 
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AMPHENOL CORPORATION 
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AUG 3 O 1994 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr Samuel Waldo 
Director of Environmental Affairs 
Amphenol Corporation 
358 Hall Avenue 
P.O. Box 5030 
Wallingford, Connecticut 06492-7530 

HRE-8J 

Re: Administrative Order on Consent 
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol 
Corporation 
IND 044 587 848 

Dear Mr. Waldo: 

As stated in the United States Environmental Protection Agency's (U.S. EPA) 
letter dated July 22, 1994, and which was faxed to you on that date, the 
Corrective Measures Study (CMS) Work Plan shall be submitted within forty-five 
(45) days of receipt of the letter (September 5, 1994). 

As you indicated in your letter of August 2, 1994, there has been general 
consensus among Respondents and U.S. EPA personnel involved in the project on 
the appropriateness of a groundwater pump and treat system as 11 an integral 
part of the final remedy". This is consistent with U.S. EPA Guidance, 
Directive 9902.3-2A, which provides that it may be appropriate for the 
implementing agency to allow the Respondent to evaluate only one alternative 
in the CMS. Accordingly, the CMS Work Plan may focus on the development of a 
pump and treat system as a specific element of the overall remedy and must 
also address any additional corrective measures/alternatives necessary to deal 
with the remaining remedial needs at the facility. The Administrative Order 
on Consent ( 11 AOC 11

) requires Respondent to submit within ninety (90) days of 
U.S. EPA approval of the CMS Workplan a draft report which evaluates the 
alternatives to address all remedial needs at the facility. 

As you are aware, it is U.S. EPA's policy to request, and the AOC requires, 
public comment on the Administrative Record and any proposed corrective 
measure(s). While the design and construction of the pump and treat system 
may overlap the CMS activities and you may proceed with them consistent with 
the approved CMS Work Plan and the final corrective measure(s), as you are 
aware, the AOC has no provision for the implementation of a pump and treat 
system. We are quite confident the pump and treat system will be part of the 
final remedy, but its selection is subject to public comment as provided for 
in the AOC and is subject to final order as are all corrective measures. In 
accordance with Section X of the AOC, a forty-five (45) day period for 
negotiation of a new AOC for implementation of the corrective measure(s) 
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Amphenol 
phenol Corporation 

Headquarters 
all Avenue 

. Box 5030 1 

Wallingford , CT 06492-7530 
Telephone (203) 265-8900 

August 2, 1994 

Mr. Kevin Pierard, Chief 
Technical Enforcement Section #1 (HRE-8J) 
USEP A Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

p. 2 · ( 

RE: Franklin Power Products/ Amphenol Corporation IND 044-587-848 
USEPA Letter received by fax on July 22, 1994 

Dear Mr. Pierard: 

I am in receipt of your letter regarding the approval of the RFI for the subject facility and the 
request for a Corrective Measures Study (CMS) Work Plan to be submitted within 45 days (on 
or about September 5, 1994). In addition, I acknowledge that the Hurricane Creek sampling plan 
dated June 14, 1994 has also been approved with the condition that cyanide and metals be 
included in the list of analytes. 

As you are aware Respondents have proposed the implementation of an interim corrective 
measure (ICM) consisting of the installation of a groundwater pump and treat system on the 
plant site. A contractor, WehranEmcon, has been selected to perform this work, subject to the 
completion of all contract documents. 

In reviewing the possible corrective measures alternatives for this site, there has been general 
consensus among Respondents and USEPA personnel involved in the project that a groundwater 
pump and treat system will be an integral part of the final remedy. The design and construction 
schedule of approximately 5-6 months will overlap CMS activities. In order that the effect of 
the ICM can be taken into account in determining what, if any, additional measures are 
necessary, Respondents request that the time permitted to prepare and submit a work plan for 
the CMS be extended to allow for completion and evaluation of the ICM. 



We are aware the ACO specifies that the CMS work plan is due within 45 days of USEPA's 
approval of the RFI. However, we are also all aware that these time periods were arrived at 
four years ago when no one contemplated the performance of the interim corrective measures 
which have been proposed by Respondents with USEPA encouragement. If USEP A is of the 
view that the deadline for completion of the CMS cannot be extended without a modification to 
the ACO then Respondents hereby make an application for modification of the Order under 
sections XXIV and XVIII of the same. 

Clearly, the CMS report will be a more accurate document if the effect of the ICM activities are 
included. While we are ready and willing to discuss other alternatives to those presented, we 
remain convinced that an extension of the time necessary to complete the CMS is warranted. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me to discuss this matter further. 

Samuel S. Waldo 
Director Environmental Affairs 

SW030 
c: S. Gard 

P. Perez 
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JUL O 1 1992 HRE -BJ 

Michael Jarvis, President 
Franklin Power Products, Inc. 
Amphenol Corporation 
400 Forsythe Street 
Franklin, Indiana 46131 

Dear Mr. Jarvis: 

Re: Franklin Power Products, Inc. 
Amphenol Corporation 
IND 044 587 848 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has received a 
copy of the Technical Memorandum (Draft) dated June 23, 1992. This report 
constitutes satisfaction of section VII 2.a(4)(c)(ii) of the Administrative 
Order on Consent (AOC). As acknowledged in this report, the ground water 
contaminant plume cannot be delineated with the information available. 
Therefore in accordance with section VII 2.a(4)(c)(iii) of the AOC, you are 
now obligated to submit to U.S. EPA, within thirty (30) days of receipt of 
this letter, a plan proposing additional sampling to properly delineate the 
contaminant plume. 

If you have any questions, please call William Buller, of my staff, at (312) 
886-4568. 

Sincerely yours, 
ORI~N,,H, OJEl.'"'#tJlfr-\ 

JOC!JM-\ ·"' "'·'J,'.,1') 1'Y 
- ~HM. B~YLE 

Joseph M. Boyle, Chief 
RCRA Enforcement Branch 



Bill Buller 
U.S. EPA, Region V, 5HR-12 
230 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Dear Mr. Buller: 

January 10, 1992 ill ~ (rn IE ij w IE [ID 
JAN 15 1992 

OFFICE OF RCRA 
Waste Management Divislm 

U.S. EPA,. REGIQM Y.l 

SUBJ: CLARIFICATION OF SURFACE WATER SAMPLING POINTS 
FOR FORMER AMPHENOL FACILITY RFI/CMS 

In reviewing the documents for the upcoming RFI/CMS at the former Amphenol Facility 

RFI/CMS, ~ came across an apparent conflict in the wording of the Consent Order 

regarding surface water sampling, and how it was treated in the Field QAPjP. I have 

some suggested changes. 

The IT Work Plan states that additional sampling of the surface water and sediments is 

required to determine the nature and extent of the impact of storm sewer discharges to 

Hurricane Creek (Section 4.4). Surface water samples are to be collected at the 

discretion of the EPA on-site coordinator (Section 4.4.1). The proposed sample points 

are SWOl (background Hurricane Creek); SW02 (discharge point of the storm drain on 

Hurricane Creek); SW03 and SW04 (downstream of discharge point on Hurricane 

Creek), and SW05 (inlet of the storm drain upgradient from the study area). Figure 14 of 

the IT Work Plan and Figure 4 of the QAPjP show those locations. 

The Consent Order indicates that a sample will be "collected from the storm drain just 

upstream from the discharge point" (VII.2.a.(6)), but then states that dissolved oxygen 

I only will be measured at SW02, SW03 and SW04. SW05 is not mentioned in the 

1 
Grand Hapids. Ml Livonia. Ml Blooming1o n . IN Columbus. 01-1 A llen Park. Ml Canio n. 01-1 Lapeer . M l Cha 11 anooga. TN 

A Summit Environmental Group Company 
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Consent Order, and so stands as written in the IT Work Plan. By implication, SWOl is 

the point that will be sampled, but SW02 is the only location that conforms with the 

description "from the storm drnin just upstream from the discharge point.", so SW02 

should be the location of the sample. An accompanying sketch map shows the 

relationship of the stonn drain outfall to Hurricane Creek. The initial version of the 

QAPjP attempted to address this apparent discrepancy by switching the locations of SW 

1 and SW 2 (corresponding with IT SWOl and SW02) on Figure 4. Agency comments 

on the QAPjP indicated that the locations on the QAPjP Figure 4 should conform with 

the IT Figure 14, and they were switched back; however I neglected to change the text. 

If the intent of the surface water sampling is to check the quality of the water entering 

and leaving the storm drain, then SW 2 and SW 5 should be sampled rather than SW 1 r-v 

and SW 5. Supporting text in the QAPjP would then read as fo11ows (old text struck 

through and changes underlined): 

1.5 Sample Network and Rationale (paragraph 2, page 6 of 7 of Sectio:i 1.0) 

Figure 3 shows the location of six existing ground water monitoring wells (IT l A, IT 2, 

IT 3, MW 3, MW 9 and MW 12), and seven new wells (?\1'N 20, M\V 21, MW 22, MW 

23, MW 24, MW 25 and M\V 26) to be installed by WWES. Off site sampling points for 

surface water and sediments are shown in Figme 4. SW-+ SW 2 is the discharge point 

for the storm sewer into Hurricane Creek, :roughly corresponding to IT sampling point 

~ SW02. SW 5 is a background stonn sewer sampling point just northwest of the 

site. Both of these samples will be surface grab samples. At points S-W-:.1 S..Vv' 1 

(upstream Hurricane Creek), and points S\V 3 and. SW 4 (downstream Hurricane Creek) 

field measurements of dissolved oxygen only wili be made. 

2 
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4.6 Surface Water Samplin~ Procedures (pages 4 of 10 and 5 of 10 of Section 4.0) 

Surface water points will be sampled in the order SS 1 aRa SS 5 SW 2 and SW 5. ~ 

S,W_l, 3 and 4 will have dissolved oxygen only measured. If water depth permits, 

samples will be collected by immersing the container directly into the flow, beginning 

with volatiles and ending with metals. If water depth does not permit, water will be 

gathered in a precleaned stainless steel bowl, and sample containers will be filled by 

immersing them in the bowl. An aliquot will be retained for measuring pH, conductivity 

and DO. Samples will be preserved and handled as described in Section 4.5, except that 

there will be no filtration of the sample for metals analysis. After sampling, outfall flow 

will be determined at SS--1- ,SW_2 and Hurricane Creek at just above the outfall using a 

Pygmy meter. 

We are going ahead and setting up the field work, and are not allowing this question to 

interfere with our other activities. However, we would like to have an agency opinion on 

this matter whenever possible. If you have any questions, please let me know. 

attachment 

cc: Susan Gard 

3 

Very truly yours, 

~Nd 
es H. Keith 

~ect Manager 
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,.,, STATE:-

sTATE BOARD OF HEALTH 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

Mr. William Miner, Chief 
Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch 
U.S. EPA, Region V 
230 South Dearborn Street 

. Chicago, IL 60604 

Dear Mr. Miner: 

Address Reply to: 
Indiana State Board of Health 

1330 West Michigan Street 
P. 0. Box 1964 

· Indianapolis, IN 46206· l 964 

September 11, 1985 

Re: Request for a Corrective Action Order 
Allied Amphenol Products 
Bendix-Allied Facility 
980 Hurricane Road 
Franklin, Indiana 
IND 044587848 

Per Mr. David A. Stringham's letter received June 5, 1985, to 
Mr. David D. Lamm, Director, Division of Land Pollution Control, 
(enclosed), this is a request for a Corrective Action Order under the 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984. 

The Bendix Facility in Franklin, now owned by Allied Amphenol 
Products, (Allied), has had a documented release of listed organic 
solvents, (FOOl), and cyanide plating bath solutions, (F002). 

The Company hired Chemical Waste Management, Inc., to carry out 
a cleanup· at the facility which included removing the plating room floor 
(concrete slab), and approximately seven (7} feet of soil approximately 
327 cu. yd. The soil was disposed of at Adams Center Landfill, Fort 
Wayne, Indiana, under their generic approval as (FOOS}. The contact 
person for Chemical Waste Management, Inc., is Mr. John Renkes. 

Subsequent communications revealed a cracked sewerline that was 
bypassed by installing two (2) new manholes and three-hundred five (305) 
lineal feet of a• PVC sewerline. The old sewerline, however, was left in 
place. In· communication dated May 29, 1985, from Allied, to Mr. Roy 
Harbert, Division of Land Pollution Control, (enclosed), it was stated 
that the new sewerline was off set thirty-five (35) feet from the old 
sewerline to avoid excavation of contaminated subsoils. 

1881 - A CENTURY OF SERVICE - 1981 
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Soi1 samp1es taken in the area of the broken sewerline ranged 
from 1 ppm to 77.48 ppm of vo1ati1e organic compounds as we11 as cyanide 
contamination. 

A1so, there is an underground storage tank on-site used for 
storage of cyanide p1ating wastes, which has not been addressed in the 
samp1ing and cleanup activities. 

It is Allied's contention that the cleanup is adequate and they 
do not wish to go through closure. Instead, they wish to sell the 
facility as a treatment, storage, or disposa1 facility. 

It is requested that a Corrective Action Order be issued 
addressing the old sewerline and the underground storage tank. 

Enclosed p1ease find correspondence, interoffice memos, and 
diagrams re1evant to this situation. If you should have any further 
questions, please contact Mr. Michael E. Sicke1s, R.P.S., of this 
Division, at AC 317/243-5047. 

MES/sk 
Enclosures 

l!LQ!°"r~, 
David D. a , D rector 
Division of Land Pollution Control 

cc: Mr. Joseph Boyle, U.S. EPA, Region V 
Ms. Sally K. Swanson, U.S. EPA, Region V 
Mr. Roy E. Harbert 
Ms. Margarita M. Mogollon / -
Ms. Jacqueline W. Strecker __,,/ 
Johnson County Health Department ( 
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